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1  ms  study  cent  i  miej  rive  ye. arc  or  aF  i  ■'  r~s~si  v. 
senior  Air  Force  Logistician .  l'ne  purpose  or  mis  r-v  -  u  co 
was  to  use  tne  previous  iy  deve  1  oped  AFIT  »'ivi  i  a  an  M-'  a~ .  .  .1 

weighted  model  ot  the  bucKground,  character  1st  1  -~s .  arid 
qualities  or  the  ideal  senior  Air  Force  civilian  legist  1  :m 
in  order  to  determine  the  developmental  needs  or  t  ne 
population  or  US'- 1 d  to  UM- 1 3  logisticians  .  The  study  air: 
surveyed  and  ciassiried  existing  proressionai  deve  1  .  pn.-nt 
programs  tor  civilian  logisticians,  and  evaluated  the 
appropriateness  or  these  programs  in  meeting  deve  1  o  pment  •.  1 
needs  tor  US- id  to  UM- L J  logisticians. 

A  written  survey  evaluated  these  mid- level  o:vi  : an 
logisticians  against  the  AFil'  Civilian  Model's  lOu  p-'vrd 
scale.  Structured  telephone  interviews  provided  1  nr •.•rn.it  1 
atiout  tne  range  and  variety  ot  existing  professional 
development  programs.  The  research  used  non- parameti  10 
statistics  to  evaluate  program  appropriateness  by  aeterrmra 
tne  correlation  between  developmental  needs  ana  ^opo re¬ 

programs  . 

in  general,  mid- 1  eve  1  civilian  logisticians  dii  n  r  r 1 
the  'ideal1  AFIT  Civilian  Model  very  well,  witn  sc 01 
ranging  train  is .  y  to  bu.d.  and  a  mean  score  or  4v .  < .  I'h-^v- 


vi  1 


logisticians  displayed  weaknesses  in  six  ot  the  ten  mode: 
categories.  Individual  professional  development  progt  urns 
existed  to  facilitate  development  in  ail  ten  categories  or 
the  Ai-'i.  1  Civilian  Model,  but  the  overall  program  was  nor 
beuanced  to  meet  the  weaknesses  of  the  currenr  mid eve; 
logisticians  . 

Ihis  research  should  be  potentially  valuable  to  those 
interested  in  civilian  logistician  professional  deve l opmen 
it  provides  ideas  and  analysis  ror  professional  deveiopmen 
program  managers  and  individual  nna-levei  logistician:'  . 
data  and  comments  provide  new  insights  into  mid- level 
logistician  development  needs  and  programs . 


DEVELOPING  THE  MIL  -LEVEL  CIVILIAN  LOGISTICIAN 
AN  EMPIRICAL  STUDY  OF  UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE 
GS-12  TO  GM-1-3  PROFESSIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 


Introduc c ion 


General  Issue 

United  States  Air  Force  civi l  lan  logisticians  vr 
charged  with  integrating  the  pieces  or  a  fragmented  i 
puzzle  into  a  logical  whole.  Mr.  Lloyd  K.  Mesemann  I 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  f ; r  Logic 
has  urged  logisticians  to  develop  a  broad  systems  pet- 
on  logistics  in  order  to  meet  these  challenges  < Moser* 
In  1980.  the  Air  Staff  created  the  Logistics  Civi  i  lan 
Enhancement  Program  ( LCCEP )  in  order  to  develop  s-n  i  - 


c  i  v  i  1  i  a  n  i  og  i  s  1 1  c  1  a  ns  wit  h  t  h  i  s  sy  s  t  erne  per 
According  to  Air  Force  Regulation  <  AFRi  40- 
fhe  primary  goals  of  the  LCCEP  are  to  help 
the  experience  and  coin  cat  ion  necessary  to  a 


roe  c  t i ve . 


o'er  i 


sum* 


posit  ions  (Department  of  the  Air  Force.  LCCEP : 2 ■  .  Ad 
professional  development  programs  managed  at  lower 
organizational  levels  may  also  nonfnbute  to  these  p. 


F1  r  o  b  1  e  m  S  t  a  t  e  me  n  t 

Past  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology  <AFTT'  re 
has  developed  normal-  ive  models  for  both  mi  1 1  fa.  /  and 
senior  iogisti  -ions,  and  has  applied  mod  - 1  s 
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Air  Force  populations.  The  term  "senior"  has  been  defined 
include  those  military  in  the  grades  of  0-6  and  above  and 
those  civilians  in  the  grades  of  GM-15  and  aijuv>.  . 

Because  these  populations  were  largely  beyond 
professional  development,  important  questions  remained 
concerning  the  appropriateness  of  current  professional 
development  programs.  Research  was  needed  to  focus  on 
developing  mid-level  logisticians  with  systems  perspective 
In  1987.  Capt  John  Beals  studied  the  population  of  Air  For 
mid-level  military  logisticians  in  the  rank  of  Lieutenant 
Colonel.  This  study  continued  past  AFIT  research  by  study 
the  population  of  Air  Force  mid-level  civilian  legist:  :  i  a  n 
m  grades  GS-12  to  GM-13. 

Background  and  Justification 

This  research  built  upon  prior  Air  Force  Institute  of 
Technology  (AFIT)  research  which  proposed  normative  models 
the  ideal  senior  logistician.  The  current  normative  model 
were  developed  through  continuing  research  over  the  past  f 
years.  Captain  Alan  Overbey  developed  a  normative  model  f 
senior  Air  Force  military  logisticians  in  his  1985  thesis 
t  Overbey :131)  .  In  her  1986  thesis.  Captain  Adelle  Zavada 
modified  Overbey  '  s  model,  quantified  the  model,  and  t  as  *•  ed 
the  model  using  the  population  of  Air  Force  Colonel 
ivgisticians  (Zavada : 30-32)  .  In  1987.  Captain  John  Pea  1 s 
compared  the  next-  generation  senior  mi  1  it  ary  Tog  ;  st-  j  c  inn  t 


the  AFIT  Military  Model.  Also  in  1987,  Mr.  Donald  Nancarrow 
began  to  develop  the  AFIT  "Civilian"  Model  for  senior  Air 
Force  civilian  log  ist  i  r  •»  *  ns  .  Finally,  in  1988,  Captain 
Ralinda  Gregor  completed  development,  quantified,  and  tested 
the  AFIT  Civilian  Model  for  senior  Air  Force  civilian 
logisticians  (Gregor : 163 )  . 

The  focus  for  this  current  research  was  suggested  in 
Captain  Gregor's  thesis  where  she  stated  "the  model  will  help 
Air  Force  leaders  determine  whether  existing  career 
development  programs  are  successful  in  producing  senior 
civilian  logisticians  who  come  close  to  the  'ideal'" 

( Gregor .10) . 

Research  Objectives 

The  following  research  objectives  were  developed  to 
determine  the  appropriateness  of  Air  Force  professional 
development  programs  in  developing  civilian  logisticians  with 
systems  perspectives. 

1.  Determine  how  well  mid-level  civilian  logisticians 
fit  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model. 

2.  Determine  what  types  of  professional  development 
programs  exist  for  civilian  logisticians. 

3.  Determine  whether  existing  professional  development 
programs  are  appropriate  in  addressing  mid- level  civilian 
logistician  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit). 
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Research  Quest  ions 


The  following  investigative  questions  were  employed  to 
achieve  the  objectives  of  this  research: 

1.  What  particular  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit) 
characterize  mid-level  logisticians? 

2.  What  programs  exist  at  Air  Force,  Major  Command,  and 
base  levels  to  facilitate  professional  development? 

3.  Do  existing  programs  appropriately  address  the  mid¬ 
level  logistician  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit) 
identified  in  question  one? 

Scope  and  Limitations 

The  scope  of  this  research  was  limited  to  mid-level 
senior  Air  Force  civilian  logisticians.  This  population 
includes  individuals  in  the  grades  of  GS-12  to  GM-13  in 
logistics  job  series  positions  and  general  skills.  These  job 
series  are  defined  as  core,  which  reflects  that  at  least  50 
percent  of  their  associated  duties  are  logistics  related 
(Department  of  the  Air  Force,  LCCEP : 3 )  or  shared,  which 
indicates  that  the  job  series  is  shared  by  logisticians  and 
other  career  programs.  Only  those  individuals  eligible  for 
LCCEP  registration  were  included  in  this  study.  This 
population  excludes  GS/GM-14s  in  order  to  achieve  a 
homogeneous  population  of  mid-level  logisticians. 

The  sample  used  to  represent  this  population  should 
contain  at  least  a  50  percent  return  rate  from  the  following 
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six  groups  of  job  series  (3XX,  liXX,  16XX.  19XX.  20XX.  end 
21XX) ,  and  from  each  of  the  five  Air  Logistics  Centers 
(ALCs)  and  the  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  Headquarters  (HQ 
AFLC )  . 

The  sample  used  to  gather  existing  professional 
development  programs  should  contain  experts  from  a  wide 
variety  of  organizations.  It  is  possible  the  survey  of  a 
different  group  of  experts  could  lead  to  different 
conclusions.  Therefore,  the  experts  were  chosen  to  represent 
several  AFLC  organizations. 

Def initions 

The  following  key  terms  are  defined: 

1.  Logistician:  This  is  an  individual  whose  profession 
or  specialty  is  performing  one  or  more  of  the  prime 
management  functions  (planning,  organizing,  coordinating, 
directing,  and  controlling)  in  a  logistics  discipline  or 
functional  area  or  who  is  responsible  for  ensuring  logistics 
processes  are  completed  in  support  of  an  organization's 
activities  (Nancarrow: 304) . 

a.  Senior  Civilian  Logistician:  These  are  GM-15 
and  Senior  Executive  Service  (SES)  civilians  serving  in 
logistics  job  series.  These  job  series  are  classified  as 
either  exclusive  or  potential  by  the  LCCEP .  All  individuals 
serving  in  core  job  series  positions  (346.  1104.  1152.  16^0 . 

2001,  2003,  2005.  2010,  2030,  2032,  2050,  2010.  2102.  2130. 
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2131,  2132,  2134,  2135,  2144,  2150,  and  2151)  and  all  LCCEP 
registrants  serving  in  shared  job  series  positions  (301,  340. 
343,  345,  1101,  1150,  1601,  1640,  1910,  and  1960)  are 
included  (Gregor:10). 

b.  Mid-Level  Civilian  Logistician:  These  are  G5--12 
to  GM-13  civilians  serving  in  logistics  job  series.  These 
job  series  are  identical  to  those  listed  above  for  the  senior 
civilian  logistician.  However,  only  those  individuals  in 
these  job  series,  with  one  of  the  22  logistics  general  skills 
codes  (AP-,  AQ- ,  AW- ,  CJ-,  CR- ,  CS-,  CY-,  DC-,  DD- ,  DF-,  DT- , 
DU- ,  MA-,  MM- .  MT-.  0P-.  PA- ,  PB-,  PP- ,  SE- .  SU- .  and  TA-) 
are  included. 

2.  Professional  Development  Program:  This  is  a 
structured  approach  to  developing  civilian  logisticians. 

This  may  include  such  activities  as  increasing  geographic  or 
functional  mobility  to  provide  broad  experience,  expanding 
training  or  education  to  provide  necessary  skills  and 
knowledge,  or  other  activities  associated  with  improving 
career  planning  to  meet  Air  Force  needs. 

Potential  Contributions 

The  results  of  this  research  should  be  potentially 
valuable  to  individual  logisticians,  professional  development 
program  managers,  and  Air  Force  leaders  who  are  interested  in 
professional  development.  The  detailed  descriptions  of  the 
population  of  mid-level  civilian  logisticians  and  the 
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existing  professional  development  programs  could  be  useful  to 
Air  Force  leaders.  Another  contribution  of  this  research  is 
the  unbiased  assessment  of  program  effectiveness  in  meeting 
Air  Force  mid-level  civilian  logistician  professional 
development  needs. 

Summary 

This  chapter  described  the  necessity  of  continuing 
research  in  the  area  of  mid-level  civilian  logistician 
professional  development.  The  previously  conducted  research 
was  summarized  and  the  current  research  objectives  and 
questions  were  introduced.  Three  potential  contributions 
were  suggested. 

The  remaining  chapters  describe  this  research  on 
professional  development  for  mid-level  civilian  logisticians. 
A  review  of  the  literature  is  presented  in  Chapter  II.  The 
methodology  used  in  this  research  is  presented  in  Chapter 
III.  The  results  of  this  study  are  described  and  analyzed  in 
Chapter  IV.  The  conclusions  of  the  research  are  drawn  and 
recommendations  for  future  research  are  given  in  Chapter  V. 
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II.  Literature  Review 

This  review  of  the  literature  surveys  completed  research 
relevant  to  both  professional  development  and  the  creation 
and  testing  of  normative  models  for  senior  Air  Force 
logisticians.  The  primary  sources  of  information  for  this 
review  were  Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (DTIC) 
documents.  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology  student  theses, 
and  logistics  journal  articles.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
documents  concerning  professional  development  in  general  and 
LCCEP  in  particular  were  also  reviewed. 

Professional  Development  Programs 

Six  DTIC  documents  were  ordered  to  gain  a  broader 
perspective  of  professional  development  in  the  Department  of 
Defense.  These  documents  were  not  reviewed  but  are  included 
in  the  bibliography  for  future  reference  purposes. 

Professional  Development  Models 

In  the  past  four  years,  seven  AFIT  student  theses 
developed  and  validated  normative  models  for  senior  Air  Force 
logisticians.  This  review  employs  a  chronological 
organization  in  summarizing  the  research  leading  up  to  the 
two  completed  normative  models.  Reviewing  the  historical 
development  of  normative  models  for  senior  Air  Force 
logisticians  provides  a  background  for  further  application  of 
these  models.  This  section  briefly  summarizes  the  sewn 
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theses  which  led  to  the  most  current  models.  It  then 


compares  the  two  models  to  highlight  significant  similarities 
and  differences. 

Wi 1  son 

Dawn  Wilson's  1985  research  showed  that  the  majority  of 
senior  civilian  logisticians  were  generalists.  She  used  the 
following  criteria  to  distinguish  generalists  from 
specialists:  (1)  multi-functional  experience,  (2)  multi- 
organizational  experience,  (3)  formal  logistics-related 
education,  (4)  professional  military  education/professional 
continuing  education  courses,  5)  affiliation  with 
professional  logistics  organizations,  and  (6)  logistics 
certification  (Wilson:28).  Wilson's  independent  research 
results  are  similar  to  those  of  the  following  concurrent 
researcher . 

Overbey 

Captain  Alan  Overbey  developed  the  initial  normative 
model  of  the  senior  military  logistician  in  1985.  That  model 
was  the  foundation  of  the  subsequent  AFIT  research  which 
described  the  characteristics  of  the  ideal  senior  Air  Force 
logistician.  He  used  interviews  and  a  Delphi  expert  survey 
to  develop  this  model  which  described  "the  essential 
qualities,  characteristics  and  background  requirements  of  a 
senior  military  logistician"  (Overbey : 122)  . 
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Overbey's  model  Is  characterized  by  its  eight  major 
subjective  groupings:  (1)  qual it ies/character ist ics ,  (2) 

academic  education,  (3)  professional  involvement,  (4) 
professional  continuing  education,  (5)  professional  military 
education.  (6)  advanced  positions.  (7)  logistics  experience, 
and  (8)  technical  competency.  Overbey's  AFIT  model  was  used 
as  the  initial  structure  for  several  subsequent  researchers. 

Zavada 

Captain  Adelle  Zavada  continued  Overbey's  research  in 
1986.  She  restructured  Overbey's  model  by  categorizing  the 
eight  existing  groupings  into  three  overall  dimensions.  She 
combined  logistics  experience  and  advanced  positions  under 
the  heading  of  "experience".  Academic  education, 
professional  continuing  education  and  professional  military 
education  were  grouped  under  the  heading  of  "education  and 
training".  She  combined  professional  involvement,  technical 
competency  and  qualities/characteristics  under  the  heading  of 
"professional  attributes". 

Captain  Zavada  then  quantified  the  Overbey's  model.  She 
accomplished  this  through  a  weighting  survey  which  calculated 
values  for  each  of  the  AFIT  model  dimensions,  categories,  and 
elements.  She  then  surveyed  all  senior  military  logisticians 
using  the  quantified  model  to  examine  how  they  "fit"  the 
ideal  model.  Her  weighted  model  showing  the  ideal  dimension 
composition  was  character ized  by  weights  of  40  percent  for 
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experience,  36  percent  for  professional  attributes,  and  24 
percent  for  education  and  training.  This  model  became  known 
as  the  AFIT  Military  Model,  and  is  shown  in  Figure  1. 

Gorman 

Captain  Frank  Gorman  used  the  results  of  Overbey’s 
research  to  develop  a  career  development  model  for  senior 
logisticians  in  1986.  His  model  is  characterized  by  its 
three  main  groupings  of  career  development  goals:  (1) 
experience  (2)  training  and  (3)  education.  Results  of 
Gorman's  research  show  that  "experience  was  the  most  valuable 
component  of  career  development"  { Gorman : 176 ) . 

Beals 

Captain  John  Beals  used  the  results  of  Zavada ' s  research 
to  investigate  the  degree  to  which  the  "next  generation"  of 
senior  military  logisticians  fit  the  weighted  AFIT  model. 

His  1987  research  shewed  an  average  model  score  of  65  for  Air 
Force  Lieutenant  Colonel  logisticians  (Beals:72).  His 
research  also  validated  the  weighted  AFIT  model  by  testing 
its  applicability  to  a  related  population  and  showing  it  to 
be  a  useful  standard  for  describing  the  ideal  senior  military 
logistician. 
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Nancarrow 


Donald  Nancarrow' s  1987  research  investigated  the 
applicability  of  the  AFIT  military  model  in  describing  senio 
civilian  logisticians.  He  employed  the  existing  normative 
model  as  developed  by  Overbey  and  refined  by  Zavada  as  his 
reference  model.  He  then  generated  research  protocols  to 
determine  how  accurately  the  AFIT  military  model  described 
che  ideal  senior  civilian  logistician.  His  ultimate  goal  wa 
to  develop  a  weighted  model,  similar  to  Zavada ' s ,  for 
evaluating  senior  civilian  logisticians. 

Although  unsuccessful  at  producing  a  civilian  model,  hi 
research  concluded  that  the  AFIT  military  model  can  be 
accurately  applied  to  civilians  at  the  level  of  its  eight 
categories  (Nancarrow: 154) . 


Gregor 


Captain  Ralinda  Gregor  developed  the  AFIT  Civilian 
of  the  ideal  qualities,  character i st i cs .  and  background 
the  senior  Air  Force  civilian  logistician  in  her  1998 
research.  She  employed  two  rounds  of  Delphi  surveys  to 
arrive  at  a  descriptive  model.  Using  a  weighting  survey 
quantified  Nancarrow's  descriptive  model.  She  then  surv 
all  GM-15s  using  the  completed  AFIT  Civilian  Model  to 
evaluate  how  they  compared  to  this  ideal  model.  Her  mod 
showing  the  ideal  dimension  composition  was  character  me 
weights  of  40  percent  for  experience.  35  percent  for 
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professional  attributes,  and  25  percent  for  education  and 
training.  This  model  is  shown  in  Figure  2.  The  evaluation 
of  senior  civilian  logisticians  produced  an  average  model 
score  of  68  (Gregor : 165 , 169 )  . 

Comparison  of  Models 

Gregor's  AFIT  Civilian  Model  and  Zavada ' s  Military  Model 
are  equivalent  in  their  ability  to  describe  the  ideal 
characteristics  of  senior  logisticians.  As  the  chronological 
development  shows,  the  two  models  have  more  similarities  than 
differences.  Within  the  three  major  model  dimensions  of 
experience,  professional  attributes,  and  education,  both 
researchers  found  experience  to  be  the  single  most  important, 
dimension  in  describing  senior  military  and  civilian 
logisticians.  Below  the  dimension  level,  the  two  models  shew 
differences  in  the  numbei  of  categories,  with  the  add  it  ions 
of  a  geographic  mobility  category  in  the  experience  dimensi.r. 
and  a  professional  skills  category  in  the  professional 
attributes  dimension  for  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model. 

Other  differences  between  the  two  models  exist  at  the 
subcategory  or  element  level.  Within  the  experience 
dimension.  Nancarrow's  and  Gregor's  research  suggests  that 
military  logisticians  should  have  more  command  experience  and 
better  developed  operations  and  user  perspectives  than  then 
civilian  contemporaries  ( Nancarrow : 156 ) .  Within  the 
professional  attributes  dimension,  civilians  require  qi'-'et-M 
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technical  competence  within  a  specific  logistics  discipline 
than  their  military  counterparts  ( Nancarrow : 89 ) .  Finally, 
within  the  education  dimension,  research  showed  professional 
military  education  to  be  more  valuable  to  military 
1  eg ist icians  ( Nancarr ow : 64 )  . 


Summary 

This  literature  review  surveyed  completed  research 
relevant  to  the  development  and  validation  of  normative 
models  for  senior  Air  Force  logisticians.  The  primary 
sources  of  information  for  this  review  were  applicable  Air 
Force  Institute  of  Technology  student  theses.  The  review 
focused  on  the  two  normative  models  developed  by  Zavada  and 
Gregor.  This  review  summarized  the  research  which  led  to 
these  models  and  described  their  similarities  and 
differences.  In  conclusion,  this  review  showed  that  the  two 
models  were  identical  in  many  respects.  The  models  exhibited 
differences  at  the  element  level  in  the  areas  of  command 
experience,  specialized  technical  competence,  and 
professional  military  education. 
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III.  Methodology 


This  chapter  describes  how  this  three  phased  research 
was  conducted  to  meet  the  three  research  objectives.  The 
first  objective  was  to  determine  how  well  mid-level  civil: 
logisticians  fit  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  The  second 
objective  was  to  determine  what  types  of  professional 
development  programs  exist  for  civilian  logisticians .  The 
third  and  last  objective  was  to  determine  whether  existing 
professional  development  programs  are  appropriate  in 
addressing  civilian  logistician  weaknesses. 

Research  Design 

To  meet  the  research  objectives,  three  phases  of 
research  design  were  necessary.  During  phase  one.  the 
procedures  necessary  to  conduct  the  literature  review  were 
developed.  During  the  phase  two,  the  procedure  used  to 
collect  the  necessary  data  was  developed.  This  procedure 
required  two  separate  surveys.  The  first  survey  instrumen 
was  developed  by  Gregor  in  1988.  It  was  called  the 
"evaluation  survey"  because  of  its  ability  to  evaluate  the 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  logisticians,  based  on  the 
normative  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  The  second  survey  was 
developed  by  this  research  in  1989.  It  was  called  the 
"classification  survey"  because  it  was  used  to  classify 
existing  professional  development  programs  into  the  AFIT 
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Civilian  Model  categories.  During  phase  three,  the 
procedures  necessary  to  analyze  survey  data  and  answer  each 
of  the  research  questions  were  developed.  In  the  next 
section,  each  of  these  research  phases  will  be  described  in 
more  detail . 

Phase  One:  Literature  Review 

During  phase  one,  the  applicable  literature  on 
professional  development  programs  and  normative  models  for 
senior  Air  Force  logisticians  was  reviewed.  Applicable 
Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (DTIC)  Technical 
Reports,  AFIT  student  theses,  logistics  journal  articles,  and 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  documents  were  reviewed  as 
potential  sources  for  these  topics. 

The  search  of  DTIC  reports  was  conducted  on  12  Jan  89 
using  the  key  words:  career  development,  professional 
education,  training  programs,  and  executive  managers.  A 
total  of  75  documents  were  found  to  match  the  key  words.  The 
abstracts  of  these  75  documents  indicated  that  six  of  them 
should  be  included  in  the  literature  review. 

A  chronological  review  of  current  normative  models  t ?r 
senior  logisticians  was  conducted  using  AFIT  student  theses. 

A  total  of  seven  AFIT  student  theses  were  found  on  this 
subject.  The  study  focused  specific  attention  on  Gregor ' s 
research  since  this  study  was  a  direct  extension  of  her  work. 
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The  research  reviewed  logistics  journal  articles  for  the 
most  current  thought  on  the  topic  of  professional 
development.  The  research  also  reviewed  current  Air  Force 
guidance  in  Air  Force  Regulations  and  Pamphlets  to  provide  an 
understanding  of  the  system  and  structure  of  civilian 
logistician  professional  development  in  the  USAF . 

In  summary,  phase  one  resulted  in  a  familiarity  with  the 
broad  subject  of  executive  development  and  with  the  specific 
subject  of  applying  Gregor's  model  to  study  professional 
development  for  mid-level  civilian  1 ogi st i c ians . 

Phase  Two:  Data  Collection 

During  phase  two,  the  procedures  used  to  collect  the 
necessary  field  data  were  developed.  Two  surveys  were  used 
to  provide  data  to  address  the  research  questions. 

Therefore,  this  phase  was  divided  into  three  parts,  one  for 
each  of  the  research  questions. 

Part  One:  Model  Fit  Evaluation.  The  first  research 
question  asked  what  particular  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor 
model  fit)  characterize  the  mid-level  civilian  logisticians . 
This  part  of  the  data  collection  phase  involved  surveying  the 
population  of  mid-level  civilian  logisticians,  as  defined  in 
Chapter  I,  using  the  evaluation  survey.  The  research  used 
the  following  steps: 

1.  The  ATLAS  personnel  data  base  was  searched  to 
determine  the  total  population  size  for  all  GS-12s  to  GM-13s 
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in  the  applicable  job  series.  These  searches  included 
subtotals  by  job  series.  The  first  search  was  conducted  on 
25  Jan  89  and  identified  8246  individuals  in  the  specified 
grades  and  job  series.  The  second  search  was  conducted  on  25 
Jul  89  and  identified  approximately  6400  individuals  in  the 
specified  grades,  job  series,  and  general  skills.  This 
second  search  vet  iued  the  accuracy  of  the  first  ATT. AS  search 
and  ensured  that  only  those  individuals  eligible  for  LCCEP 
part i c i pat  ion ,  due  to  general  skill  restr i ct i ons .  were 
included.  The  population  was  considered  too  large  to  perform 
a  census.  Therefore,  a  sample  was  selected  for  analysis. 

The  required  sample  size  was  calculated  using  the  following 
equation : 


N(s2)  pd-p)  m 

(N-l)  (d2)  +  (z2)  p(l-p) 


where :  n 
N 

P 

d 


sample  size 

population  size  (6400) 

max  sample  size  factor  (.9) 
desired  tolerance  (.05) 

factor  of  assurance  (1.96  for  95  +/-  5  percent) 


The  result  of  the  equation  was  a  computed  sample  size  of 
n  =  136. 

2.  The  research  conducted  additional  ATLAS  searches  to 
obtain  names  and  addresses  for  the  required  sample  size.  The 
first  search  was  conducted  on  24  Apr  89  and  identified  813 
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individual  names  and  mailing  addresses,  grouped  by  zip  code, 
in  the  specified  grades  and  job  series,  with  a  social 
security  number  ending  in  the  number  four.  The  second  search 
was  conducted  on  24  May  89  and  identified  627  individual 
names,  grouped  by  zip  code,  in  the  specified  grades,  job 
series,  and  general  skills,  with  a  social  security  number' 
ending  in  the  number  four.  This  second  search  verified  the 
accuracy  of  the  first  ATLAS  search  and  ensured  that  only 
those  individuals  eligible  for  LCCEP  participation,  due  to 
general  skill  restrictions,  were  included. 

3.  The  researcher  modified  an  existing  survey 
instrument  to  provide  data  for  the  first  investigative 
question.  This  instrument  was  similar  to  the  one  developed 
and  used  by  Gregor  in  1988  to  survey  GM-15  senior  civilian 
logisticians,  except  that  questions  pertaining  to  model 
validation  were  eliminated  (Gregor : 307-318) . 

4.  The  evaluation  survey  was  pretested  using  several 
local  members  of  the  population  who  were  not  members  of  the 
research  sample.  No  significant  changes  were  necessary.  The 
Air  Force  Civilian  Personnel  Management  Center  (AFCPMC) 
approved  the  survey  on  11  Apr  89  and  assigned  survey  control 
number  89-70.  The  completed  survey  is  included  in  Appendix 
A.  Since  the  expected  return  rate  was  approximately  50 
percent,  and  approximately  75  percent  of  the  respondents  had 
applicable  general  skills,  the  required  number  of  surveys  to 
be  mailed  was  calculated  using  the  following  equation.- 
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S  -  n/(r) (a) 


(2) 


where:  S  =  survey  size 

n  =  sample  size  (137) 

r  =  response  rate  (0.5) 

a  =  applicability  rate  (0.75) 

The  result  of  the  equation  was  a  computed  survey  size  of  365. 
which  was  then  rounded  up  to  400  for  ease  of  calculation. 

Four  hundred  individuals  were  randomly  selected  from  the  212 
entries  on  the  24  Apr  89  ATLAS  mailing  list.  The  research 
then  mailed  surveys  to  these  400  individuals  with  telephone 
follow  up  used  to  obtain  the  necessary  sample  size.  The 
responses  to  this  evaluation  survey  were  used  to  answer  the 
first  research  question. 

Part  Two:  Program  Classification.  The  second  research 
question  asked  what  programs  exist  to  facilitate  professional 
development.  This  part  of  the  data  collection  phase  involved 
surveying  Headquarters  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  (HQ  AFLC) 
and  Air  Logistics  Center  (ALC)  directorates,  divisions,  and 
civilian  personnel  staffing  and  training  offices,  using  the 
classification  survey.  The  research  used  the  following 
steps : 

1.  It  was  determined  that  the  target  population  for  the 
classification  survey  should  be  composed  of  those 
organizations  most  knowledgeable  about  the  existing 
professional  development  programs.  These  included  HQ  AFLC 
and  ALC  directorates,  i.e.  Material  Management  (MM). 


Maintenance  (-MA)  ,  and  Distribution  (DS)  ,  divisions  under 
these  directorates,  i.e.  MMM,  MAW,  and  DSM .  civilian 
personnel  staffing  (DPCS) ,  and  civilian  personnel  training 
(DPCT).  This  population  definition  ensured  that  profession* 
development  programs  would  be  surveyed  from  the  perspective 
of  four  separate,  knowledgeable  organizations  (directorate, 
division.  DPCS,  and  DPCT),  and  would  therefore  lead  to  a 
comprehensive  classification  of  existing  programs. 

2.  The  research  determined  that  a  representative  sampl 
from  the  target  population  must  include  each  of  the  four 
organizations  at  HQ  AFLC ,  and  three  of  the  four  organization 
at  each  of  the  ALCs .  The  result  of  this  sample  methodology 
was  a  sample  size  of  19  organizations.  The  military  and 
civilian  chiefs  of  the  selected  organizat ions  were  contacted 
and  either  personally  responded  to  the  survey  questions  or 
delegated  the  survey  questions  to  another  professional 
development  manager  within  their  organizations. 

3.  A  structured  telephone  survey  instrument  was 
developed  to  provide  data  for  the  second  investigative 
question.  The  survey  was  structured  to  determine  what  types 
of  professional  development  programs  were  available  to  the 
population  of  mid-level  civilian  logisticians.  Therefore, 
detailed  questions  were  developed  to  determine  what  types  of 
programs  were  available  in  the  areas  of  experience,  educatio 
and  training,  and  professional  attributes  through  centrally 
managed  (USAF,  MAJCOM.  etc.)  sources,  local  (base. 
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directorate,  university,  etc.)  sources,  and  sen-directed 
opportunities . 

■T .  me  telephone  survey  was  pretested  using  several 
local  members  ot  the  population  who  were  not  memoers  or  tne 
research  sample.  No  signiticant  changes  were  necessary.  me 
completed  survey  is  included  in  Appendix  C,  leiepnone 
surveys  were  then  conducted  until  the  entire  sample  or  iy 
organizations  had  been  surveyed.  I'he  responses  to  tne 
classification  survey  were  used  to  answer  the  second  researcn 
quest  ion . 

Fart  lhree:  Program  Appropriateness.  Ihe  third  and 
nnai  research  question  asKed  whether  existing  professional 
development  programs  appropriately  address  mid-level 
logistician  weaknesses  (areas  or  poor  model  rit)  identified 
by  research  question  one.  This  part  or  the  data  collection 
phase  involved  comparing  existing  data  rrora  the  evaluation 
and  c lass l r icat ion  surveys,  based  on  the  ten  categories  or 
the  AT' i  1  Civilian  Model.  in  order  to  provide  a  common 
denominator  tor  comparing  the  two  data  sets,  the  research 
used  the  following  steps: 

1.  Ihe  evaluation  survey  data  was  collected  in  the  "ten 
category"  tormat .  Therefore,  no  rurther  re-rormat t ing  was 
necessary . 

Z.  ihe  c l ass i r l cat  ion  survey  data  was  collected  m  a 
format  which  followed  the  Ah  1  1  Civilian  Model  "three 
dimension"  format .  it  was  therefore  necessary  to  re-rormat 


this  data  to  meet  the  "ten  category"  format.  The  detailed 
re-formatting  guidelines,  developed  in  collaboration  with  an 
AFIT  academic  program  director  and  an  AFIT  student  who 
previously  served  as  a  personnel  management  and 
classification  specialist,  are  included  in  Appendix  E. 

This  final  part  of  the  data  collection  phase  resulted  i 
a  common  denominator  for  comparing  evaluation  and 
c lassi f icat ion  survey  data.  The  results  of  the  comparison 
were  used  to  answer  the  third  research  question. 

Phase  Three:  Data  Analysis 

The  final  phase  of  this  research  methodology  involved 
analyzing  the  survey  data  collected  in  phase  two  and 
answering  the  research  questions.  Therefore,  this  phase  was 
divided  into  three  parts,  one  for  each  of  the  research 
quest  ions . 

Part  One:  Model  Fit  Evaluation.  The  first  research 
question  asked  what  particular  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor 
model  fit)  characterize  the  mid- level  civilian  logisticians. 
This  part  of  the  research  involved  developing  the  procedures 
for  comparing  the  population  of  GS-12  to  GM-13  logisticians 
to  the  AFIT  C  ivilian  Model.  The  data  used  to  address  this 
research  question  came  from  the  evaluation  survey.  The 
procedures  for  modifying  Statistical  Package  for  the  Social 
Sciences  (SPSSx)  application  programs  and  coding  the 
evaluation  survey  data  are  presented  in  the  next  sections. 
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1.  SPSSx  Application  Program  Modification.  Existing 
SPSSx  application  programs  were  modified  to  analyse  the  data 
required  by  the  first  investigative  question.  These  programs 
were  similar  to  the  ones  developed  and  used  by  Gregor  to 
analyze  GM-15s  in  the  same  set  of  logistics  job  series. 

Three  mod i f i cat i ons  were  necessary:  1)  simplify  data  entry  by 
inserting  spaces  between  data  fields.  2)  correct  algorithms 
for  "other  skills"  in  the  Personal  Qualities  and  Professional 
Skills  category  score  calculations  due  to  existing  errors 
which  gave  full  credit  for  these  categories  every  time  a 
respondent  included  "other  skill"  responses,  and  3)  insert 
newly  calculated  mean  scores  for  the  seven  Personal  Qualities 
and  six  Professional  Skills  elements,  based  on  the  results  of 
the  GS-12  to  GM-13  evaluation  survey.  The  modified  SPSSx 
application  program  is  included  in  Appendix  F. 

2.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding.  The  respondent's 
answers  were  coded  into  a  data  file  for  use  with  the  modified 
SPSSx  application  program.  In  general,  the  coding  guidelines 
used  dichotomous  scoring  rules  to  award  either  full  or  no 
credit  for  each  model  element,  based  on  respondent  answers. 
The  detailed  coding  guidelines  for  the  evaluation  survey  were 
important  to  ensure  consistency  in  scoring  respondent  answers 
and  to  ensure  reproducabi 1 i ty  of  results  for  future  research. 
Table  1  shows  how  each  evaluation  survey  question  was  coded 
into  the  SPSSx  data  file. 
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Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines 


Information 


Quest i on 

NA 

Spec i f i cat  ion 

Survey  identif ication  number 

Three  digit  number  from  001-400 

Row  Column 

1  1-3 

NA 

MAJCOM/Response  validity 

One  digit  number  (1-5, 7-9.0) 

1  5 

(data 

1  -  AFLC 

from 

2  -  AF SC 

mai  1 

3  -  USAF 

list) 

4  -  Using  Command 

5  -  Other  Command 

7  -  Incorrect  General  Skill 

8  -  Correct  General  Skill,  No  response 

9  -  Correct  General  Skill.  Incomplete  response 
0  -  Correct  General  Skill,  Not  delivered 


Current  station 


NA 

Two 

digit  number  (01-05.07- 

14.99) 

l 

(data 

01 

-  Wright  Patterson  AFB 

09  - 

Los  Angela 

from 

02 

-  Kelly  AFB 

10  - 

USAF  HQ 

ma  i  1 

03 

-  Tinker  AFB 

11  - 

APO  NY 

list) 

04 

-Hill  AFB 

12  - 

APO  SF 

05 

-  McClellan  AFB 

13  - 

Gunter  AFB 

07 

-  Robins  AFB 

14  - 

Scott  AFB 

08 

-  Hanscom  AFB 

99  - 

Other 

Current  job  series 

1  Four  digit  job  series  number  (i.e.  0346)  1 


Years  of  prior  military  service 
2  One  digit  number  from  1-6  i 

1  -  Response  a .  K6)  4  -  Response  d.  (16-2° 

2  -  Response  b.  (6-10)  5  -  Response  e.  (  -21' 

3  -  Response  c.  (11-15)  6  -  Response  f.  'None' 


Assignments  in  logistics:  acquisition  log. 

3  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1 

0  -  No  response  a.  1  -  Response  a.  (Yes' 

Response  a.  must  also  have  appropriate  response 
from  question  4  to  receive  credit 


Table  1. 


Quest  1  on 


Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines,  continued 
Informat  ion 

Specification  Row  Co  1 umn 


Assignments  in  logistics:  international  log. 

3  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1  19 

0  -  No  response  b.  1  -  Response  b.  (Yes) 

Response  b.  must  also  have  appropriate  response 
from  question  5  to  receive  credit 


Assignments  in  logistics:  combat  log. 

3  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1 

0  -  No  response  c.  1  -  Response  c  (Yes) 

Response  c.  must  also  have  appropriate  response 
from  question  6  to  receive  credit 


Assignments  in  logistics:  retail  log. 

One  digit  number  from  0-1  1 

0  -  No  response  d.  1  -  Response  d.  (Yes’ 

Response  d.  must  also  have  appropriate  response 
from  question  7  to  receive  credit 


Assignments  in  logistics:  wholesale  leg. 

3  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1 

0  -  No  response  e.  1  -  Response  e.  (Yes) 

Response  e.  must  also  have  appropriate  response 
from  question  8  to  receive  credit 


Assignments  in  logistics:  operational  log. 

One  digit  number  from  0-1  1  3" 

0  -  Response  c.  (No)  1  -  Response  a  or  b.  (VT  s' 

Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive  credit 


Assignments  in  logistics.-  mgt/sup  positions 
10  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1 

0  -  Response  e.  (None) 

1  -  Response  a.  b.  c,  or  d .  (1.  2.  3.  •.•r  1 

Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive  credit 
Assignments  in  logistics:  staff  position-- 
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I 


Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines, 


Informat  ion 

Quest  ion  Spec i f 1  cat  ion 


1 1 


One  digit  number  frcm  1-7 


1  -  Response  a 

2  -  Response  b 

3  -  Response  c 

4  -  Response  d 

5  -  Response  e 

6  -  Response  f 

7  -  Response  g 


( Branch ) 
t  D  i  v  1  s  i  o  n  ' 
(Directorate ) 
(MAJCOM  HO) 
(USAF.  SAF  HQ i 
( Other ) 

( None ) 


F: 


Record  only  highest  numbered  response, 
greater  than  1  and  less  than  7  to  receiv 


Percent  of  mgt/sup/st af f  experience  in  1 
12  Three  digit  number  percentage 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  099) 

Must  be  greater  than  060  to  receive  cred 
for  responses  to  questions  10  and  11 


Assignments  in  logistics:  ge’og .  mobility 

13  One  digit  number  from  1-5  (#  moves) 

1  -  Response  a.  (1)  4  -  Response  d.  -  ' 

2  -  Response  b.  (2)  5  -  Response  e.  ‘N 

3  -  Response  e.  (3) 

Must  be  greater  than  1  and  less  than  5 
to  receive  credit 


Education  and  training:  bachelors  degr 

14  One  digit  number  from  0-1 

0  -  Response  b.  (No)  1  -  Response  a 
Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive  credit 

Education  and  training:  masters  degree 

15  One  digit  number  frcm  0-1 

0  -  Response  b.  (No)  1  -  Response  a 

cred l t 


Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive 


Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines,  continued 


Quest  a  on 


1  6 


Informat  ion 
Spec i f icat ion 

Education  and  training:  PCE 
One  digit  number  from  1-4 


1 

9 


4 


Response  a . 
Response  b. 
Response  c . 
Response  d. 


(Yes.  AFIT) 

( Yes .  other ) 
(Yes.  both) 
(No) 


Row  Colu..;n 


Must  be  less  than  4  to  receive  credit 


Education  and  training:  PME 

17  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1  45 


0  -  Response  a  or  g .  (SOS  or  none) 

1  -  Response  b  and/or  c,  d.  e,  f .  (ACSC,  etc.  ) 

Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive  credit 


Professional  attributes:  professional  org . 

18  One  digit  number  from  0-1  1  47 

0  -  Response  a  or  e .  (Member  or  not  member 1 
1  -  Response  b.  (Active  member) 

Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive  credit 


Professional  attributes:  professional  org. 

18  One  digit  number  from  0-1  i  49 

0  -  Response  a  or  e .  (Member  or  not  member: 

1  -  Response  c.  (Conference  attendee' 

Must  be  equal  to  1  to  receive  credit 


Professional  attributes:  professional  org . 
One  digit  number  from  0-1  1 

0  -  Response  a  or  e.  (Member  or  not  member' 
1  -  Response  d .  (Presenter,  moderator,  etc. 

Must  be  “qua!  to  1  to  receive  credit 
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Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines,  continued 


Question 

19 


20 


21 


n  9 


23 


Informat  ion 

Specification  Row  Co  1 umn 

Technical  competence:  engineering 

One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  5? 

Record  actual  response  ( 1  or  2  ur  3  cr  4  or  5) 

Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 

Technical  competence:  logistics  plans 

One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  55 

Record  actual  response  (1  or  2  or  3  or  4  or  5' 

Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 

Technical  competence:  maintenance 

One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  5~ 

Record  actual  response  (1  or  2  or  3  or  4  :r  5' 

Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 
Technical  competence:  procurement 

One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  59 

Record  actual  response  (1  or  2  or  3  or  4  or  5: 

Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 
Technical  competence:  supply 

One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  61 

Record  actual  response  ( 1  or  2  or  3  or  4  or  5' 

Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 

Technical  competence:  sys/item/program  mgt . 

One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  6 3 

Record  actual  response  (1  or  2  or  3  or  4  or  5' 

Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 
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Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines,  continued 
Inf or mat  ion 

Question  Sped  f  ication  Row  Co  1  unin 

Technical  competence:  transportation 
25  One  digit  number  from  1-5  1  65 


Record  actual  response  (1  or  2  or  3  or  4  or  5) 
Must  be  greater  than  2  to  receive  credit 


26 

Personal  qualities:  common  sense 
Three  digit  number  percentage 

n 

5-7 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  17  to  receive 

c red i t 

26 

Personal  qualities:  communication 
Three  digit  number  percentage 

9-11 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  14  to  receive 

credit 

26 

Personal  qualities:  dedication 
Three  digit  number  percentage 

1 3  -  1  5 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  14  to  receive 

credit 

26 

Personal  qualities:  initiative 
Three  digit  number  percentage 

17-1  ° 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  14  to  receive 

cred i t 

26 

Personal  qualities:  integrity 

Three  digit  number  percentage 

n 

21-23 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  16  to  receive 

c redi t 
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Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines,  continued 
Information 

Quest  ion  Spec  i  f  i  cat  ion  Row  Co  1  urrn 

Personal  qualities:  leadership 
26  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  25-2'7 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  14  to  receive  ciedit 

Personal  qualities:  management 
26  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  29-31 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  13  to  receive  credit 


Personal  qualities:  other  1 

26  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  33-35 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Response  receives  one  point  credit  if  category 
score  is  less  than  or  equal  to  10.5 


Professional  skills:  analytical  techniques 
27  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  3~-?9 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  15  to  receive  credit 

Professional  skills:  job  knowledge 
27  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  41-43 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  23  to  receive  credit 


Professional  skills:  planning  ability 
27  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  45-4"’ 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  18  to  receive  credit 
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Table  1.  Evaluation  Survey  Data  Coding  Guidelines,  continued 
Informat  ion 

Question  Specification  Row  Co  1 umn 

Professional  skills:  problem  solving 
27  Three  digit  number  percentage  2  49-51 


Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  tKan  19  to  receive  credit 


27 

Professional  skills:  resourcing  ability 

Three  digit  number  percentage  2 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  13  to  receive  credit 

53-55 

Professional  skills:  thorough  staff  work 

27 

Three  digit  number  percentage  2 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

Must  be  greater  than  13  to  receive  credit 

57-5? 

Professional  skills:  other  1 

27 

Three  digit  number  percentage  2 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

61-5  3 

Response  receives  one  point  credit  if  catego 
score  is  less  than  or  equal  to  7.5 

ry 

Professional  skills:  other  2 

27 

Three  digit  number  percentage  2 

Record  actual  response  (i.e.  025) 

65-67 

Response  not  used 

The  individual  evaluation  survey  responses  were  coded 
using  these  scoring  guidelines.  The  individual  response 
scores  were  then  added  together  to  form  the  overall  model 
score,  which  was  used  to  evaluate  how  well  mid-level  civilian 
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logisticians  fit  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model  and  answer  research 
question  one. 

Part  Two:  Program  Classification.  The  second  research 

question  asked  what  programs  exist  to  facilitate  professional 
development.  This  part  of  the  research  involved  deve  1  p  i  ng 
the  procedures  for  and  classifying  existing  programs,  as 
determined  by  the  classification  survey,  into  AFIT  Civilian 
Model  categories.  The  existing  programs  were  classified  into 
appropriate  AFIT  Civilian  Model  categories  as  follows.  Each 
survey  response  could  be  classified  as  facilitating 
professional  development  in  one  or  more  model  categories. 

For  instance,  a  response  which  stated  "We  use  the  LCCEP 
career  broadening  assignments  program"  was  classified  into 
the  categories  of  assignments  in  logistics,  advanced 
positions,  geographic  mobility,  and  technical  competence.  In 
this  way,  the  c 1  ass  1 f i ca t i on  survey  responses  were  class: fled 
using  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model  structure.  The  classification 
survey  data  is  contained  in  Appendix  D.  The  completed 
classification  is  included  in  Appendix  E.  and  a  summary  table 
is  shown  in  Table  15.  The  product  of  part  two  of  the  data 
analysis  methodology  was  a  quantified  listing  of  existing 
professional  development  programs,  classified  by  AFIT 
Civilian  Model  category. 

Part  Three:  Program  Appropriateness.  The  third  and 
final  research  question  asked  whether  existing  professional 
development  programs  appropriately  address  the  mid-level 
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logistician  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit)  identified 
by  research  question  one.  This  part  of  the  research  involve 
developing  the  procedures  for  and  matching  areas  of  poor 
model  fit  to  corresponding  professional  development  programs 
The  data  used  to  accomplish  this  research  came  from  both  the 
evaluation  and  classification  surveys.  The  research 
determined  that  non-parametric  statistical  analysis  would  be 
necessary  to  determine  the  correlation  between  the  number  of 
existing  professional  development  programs  in  a  particular 
category,  as  determined  in  part  two  above,  and  the  mid-- level 
logistician  weaknesses  in  the  each  corresponding  category,  a 
determined  in  part  one  above.  The  completed  Spearman  Rank 
Sum  Correlation  test  of  program  appropriateness  is  included 
in  the  last  section  of  Chapter  IV. 

The  product  of  part  three  of  the  data  analysis 
methodology  was  a  correlation  coefficient  which  indicated  th 
appropriateness  of  professional  development  program  emphasis 
in  addressing  logistician  weaknesses. 
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IV.  Findings  and  Analysis 


Introduct ion 

This  chapter  describes  the  results  obtained  from  the 
three  parts  of  this  research.  During  the  first  part,  a 
written  "evaluation"  survey  was  administered.  The  self- 
reported  information  was  then  used  to  compute  model  scores 
for  each  of  the  GS-12  to  GM-13  logisticians  who  responded. 
This  process  was  used  to  determine  how  well  mid-level 
civilian  logisticians  fit  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  During 
the  second  part,  a  structured  telephone  "classification" 
survey  was  conducted  to  determine  what  types  of  professional 
development  programs  existed  for  mid-level  civilian 
logisticians.  In  the  third  part,  the  findings  from  the  firs 
two  parts  were  compared  to  determine  whether  existing 
programs  were  appropriate  in  addressing  areas  where  mid-leve 
logisticians  do  not  fit  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model. 

Evaluation  Survey 

The  purpose  of  the  evaluation  survey  was  to  determine 
how  well  the  population  of  GS-12  to  GM-13  logisticians  fit 
the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  The  survey  used  multiple  choice 
questions  to  establish  whether  the  respondents  possessed  the 
model  dimensions  of  experience,  and  education  and  training. 
For  the  model  dimension  of  professional  attributes,  the 
survey  used  multiple  choice  questions  to  determine  technical 
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competence  and  professional  involvement,  and  open  ended 
questions  to  determine  personal  qualities  and  professional 
skills.  The  evaluation  survey  is  included  in  Appendix  A. 

Population  Representation.  The  research  examined  survey 
responses  to  determine  whether  the  respondents  were 
representative  of  the  study  population.  Of  the  400  total 
surveys  mailed,  the  research  sent  111  to  individuals  wit:, 
incorrect  general  skills  codes.  This  situation  was  created 
by  initially  including  a  1 1  individuals  currently  holding 
positions  with  applicable  job  series.  Later  analysis 
indicated  that  only  those  individuals  holding  positions  with 
both  an  applicable  job  series  and  an  applicable  general 
skills  code  should  be  included  in  the  study  population. 

Eleven  surveys  were  returned  for  incorrect  addresses.  Of  the 
278  surveys  sent  to  individuals  with  applicable  grades,  job 
series,  general  skills,  and  correct  addresses,  172  were 
completed  and  returned.  The  resulting  response  rate  was  61.9 
percent . 

To  determine  if  the  responses  were  representative  of  the 
study  population,  response  rates  for  HQ  AFLC  and  the  various 
Air  Logistics  Centers  (ALCs)  were  examined.  The  results  an1 
shown  in  Figure  3.  Representation  of  the  various  job  series 
groupings  was  also  examined.  The  results  are  shown  in  Figure 
4.  With  the  exception  of  the  1900  job  series  group .  the 
sample  appears  to  be  representative.  The  actual  sample  sis" 
of  172  exceeds  the  computed  minimum  sample  sice  of  136 
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Response  Rate 


Evaluation  Survey  Sampl 
By  Location 


[)  'V. 


60%  h 


OC-ALC  WR-ALC  HQ  AFLC  OTHER 
SA-ALC  SM-ALC  00-ALC 

Locotion 


Figure  3.  Evaluation  Survey  Sample  by  Location 
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calculated  in  Chapter  III.  The  computed  minimum  sample  would 
have  produced  a  95  plus  or  minus  5  percent  confidence 
interval.  Therefore,  the  response  sample  appears  to  be 
representative  of  the  study  population,  with  the  possible 
exception  of  the  1900  job  series  group.  Once  the  sample  of 
respondents  was  determined  to  be  representative  of  the  actual 
population,  their  responses  were  analyzed  to  determine  if 
they  fit  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model. 

Evaluation  Using  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model 

In  the  first  part  of  this  research,  the  evaluation 
survey  respondents  were  evaluated  against  the  AFIT  Civilian 
Model.  Based  on  a  possible  total  score  of  100  points,  the 
respondents  received  points  for  each  model  element  when  they 
possessed  the  necessary  qualifications.  The  element  weights 
were  rounded  to  the  nearest  tenth  of  a  percent.  As  a  result 
of  this  rounding,  the  highest  possible  model  score  was 
actually  100.2  points.  A  dichotomous  scoring  system  was  used, 
to  evaluate  each  survey  response.  In  other  words,  the 
respondent  received  either  full  credit  for  possession  of  a 
given  element  characteristic  or  no  credit  for  non-possession. 
More  detailed  scoring  guidelines  are  included  in  Table  1  and 
also  in  Gregor's  thesis  (Gregor : 53-56 .  129-130). 
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Research  Question  One 


What  particular  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit) 
characterize  mid-level  logisticians? 

The  research  used  SPSSx  to  compute  individual  model 
scores  and  descriptive  statistics  to  answer  research  quest im 
one.  The  SPSSx  application  programs  are  in  Appendix  F. 

Model  Scores.  Mid- level  logisticians  did  not  score  well 
against  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  The  mean  model  score  was 
49.3  points  with  a  standard  deviati<  n  of  13.8.  No  individual 
scored  over  85  points.  Nearly  25  percent  scored  less  than  43 
points  out  of  100.  Figure  5  shows  the  distribution  of  model 
scores.  The  distributions  of  dimension  scores  are  shown  in 
Figures  6  through  8.  The  breakdown  of  mean  model,  dimension, 
and  category  scores  is  in  Table  2. 
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Tar>  i  e  i .  Mean  Model,  Dimension,  and  Category  Scores 


Mean 

Std  . 

Min. 

Max  . 

Max  . 

Score 

Dev  . 

Score 

Score 

Poss 1 b 1 

Mode i  Score 

49 . 3 

13.8 

12.9 

82 . 2 

100.2 

Dimens  ions 

Exper  2 ence 

19  .  B 

9  .  B 

U  .  U 

40  .  U 

40 . 0 

Education  and  Training 

10 . 2 

6 . 9 

0 . 0 

25 . 2 

25 . 2 

Professional  Attributes 

19 . 3 

4 . 2 

6 . 0 

27 . 0 

35 . 0 

Categories 

Assignments  in  Logistics 

11.7 

6.6 

0 . 0 

18 . 9 

18 . 9 

Advanced  Positions 

5.4 

5 . 6 

0 . 0 

13.8 
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0.0 

7 . 3 
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0 . 0 
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Figure  6.  Mean  Dimension  Scores:  Experience 
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Figure  7  Mean  Dimension  Scores:  Education  and  Training 
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Figure  8.  Mean  Dimension  Scores:  Professional  Attributes 
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Dimension  Scores.  The  respondents  did  not  score  well  on 
any  of  the  three  model  dimensions.  Figures  9  and  10  show 
model  fit  based  on  the  three  dimensions.  Figure  9  shows  each 
mean  dimension  score  as  a  percentage  of  its  maximum  possible 
score.  For  example,  in  the  dimension  of  experience,  the  mean 
dimension  score  was  19.8  and  the  maximum  possible  score 
this  dimension  was  40.0.  Therefore,  the  dimension  percentage 
shown  in  Figure  9  for  this  dimension  is  19.8/40.0  =  49 .  5 
percent . 

Figure  10  shows  the  Spearman  Rank  Correlation  of  the 
dimension  percentages  as  calculated  above  with  then- 
respective  maximum  possible  dimension  scores.  For  ex ?.mp  1  -• . 
in  the  dimension  of  experience,  the  dimension  per  ?er.r  eg-  was 
49.5  percent,  which  was  the  second  highest  of  the  three 
dimension  percentages  and  therefore  received  a  rank  of  twe . 
All  dimension  percentages  were  ranked  accordingly  from  one  t 
three.  Likewise,  the  maximum  possible  score  in  the  dimeiisim 
of  experience  was  40.0.  which  was  the  highest  of  the  three 
maximum  possible  dimension  scores  and  therefore  received  a 
rank  of  one.  All  maximum  possible  dimension  scores  were 
ranked  accordingly  from  one  to  three.  The  Spearman  Rank 
Correlation  then  compared  these  two  paired  ranks  to  indicate 
the  correlation  between  dimension  percentages  and  maximum 
possible  scores  (Siege  1 : 202-21 1 )  . 

The  mean  experience  score  was  19.8  with  a  standard 
deviation  of  9.8.  Three  percent  of  the  individuals  earned 
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Figure  9.  Model  Fit:  Percentage  of  Maximum  Dimension  Score 
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the  top  experience  score  of  40  points.  The  mean  education 
and  training  score  was  10.2  with  a  standard  deviation  of  6.9. 
Four  percent  of  the  individuals  earned  the  top  education  and 
training  score  of  25.2  points.  The  mean  professional 
attributes  score  was  19.3  with  a  standard  deviation  of  4.2. 

No  individuals  earned  the  top  professional  attributes  score 
of  35.0  points,  as  the  maximum  score  attained  in  this 
dimension  was  27.0  points. 


CASE 

PERCENT 

RANK 

MAX 

RANK 

Experience 

49 . 50 

2 

40 . 00 

1 

Education  and  Training 

40.48 

3 

25 . 20 

n 

Professional  Attributes 

55 . 14 

1 

35 . 00 

!  PERCENT  MAX 

:  PERCENT  1.0000 
:  MAX  0.5000  1.0000 

:  CASES  INCLUDED  3  MISSING  CASES  0 

Figure  10.  Spearman  Rank  Correlations  for  Model  Dimensions 

Category  Scores .  Figures  11  and  12  show  model  fit  based 
on  the  ten  categories.  Figure  11  shows  each  mean  category 
score  as  a  percentage  of  its  maximum  possible  score.  For 
example,  in  the  category  of  assignments  in  logistics,  the 
mean  category  score  was  11.7  and  the  maximum  possible  s  •  r- 
in  this  category  was  18.9.  Therefore,  the  percentage  shown 
in  Figure  11  for  this  category  is  11.7/18.9  =  61.9  percent. 

Figure  12  shows  the  Spearman  Rank  Correlation  of  the 
category  percentages  as  calculated  above  with  their 
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Figure  11.  Model  Fat:  Percentage  of  Maximum  Category  Score 
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respective  maximum  possible  category  scores.  For  example, 
the  category  of  assignments  in  logistics,  the  category 
percentage  was  61.9  percent,  which  was  the  second  highest 
the  ten  category  percentages  and  therefore  received  a  rank 
two.  All  category  percentages  were  ranked  accordingly  fro: 
one  to  ten.  Likewise,  the  maximum  possible  score  in  the 
category  of  assignments  in  logistics  was  18.9,  which  was  th 
highest  of  the  ten  maximum  possible  category  scores  and 
therefore  received  a  rank  of  one.  All  maximum  possible 
category  scores  were  ranked  accordingly  from  one  to  ten.  T 
Spearman  Rank  Correlation  then  compared  these  two  paired 
ranks  to  indicate  the  correlation  between  category 
percentages  and  maximum  scores. 
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RANK 
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RANK 

Assignments  in  Logistics 

61 . 90 

n 

18 . 33 

1 
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Positions 

39.13 

6 
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2 
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8 
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8 

11.9  0 

T) 
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9 
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5 
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4 
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1 
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5 
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4 

8.530 

Professional  Involvement 
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Spearman  Rank  Correlations  for  Model  Categ-'  r 


Figure  1 2 . 


Within  the  experience  dimension,  respondents  did  not 
score  well  on  any  category  except  assignments  in  logistics. 
The  mean  assignments  in  logistics  score  was  11.7  points, 
about  62  percent  of  the  18.9  points  possible.  The 
respondents  did  not  score  as  well  in  the  advanced  posit  i  .no 
or  geographic  mobility  categories.  In  advanced  positions, 
the  mean  score  was  5.4  points,  about  39  percent  of  the  12.9 
points  possible.  In  mobility,  the  mean  score  was  2.7.  abcu 
37  percent  of  the  7.3  points  possible. 

Within  the  education  and  training  dimension,  responder, 
did  not  score  well  on  any  category  except  Professional 
Continuing  Education  (PCE) .  The  mean  PCE  score  was  5.0 
points,  about  59  percent  of  the  8.5  points  possible.  The 
respondents  did  not  score  as  well  in  the  college  degree  and 
Professional  Military  Education  (PME)  categories.  In  colie 
degrees,  the  mean  score  was  3.9  points,  about  3.3  percent  of 
the  12.0  points  possible.  In  PME,  the  mear  score  was  1.3 
points,  about  27  percent  of  the  4.7  points  possible. 

Within  the  final  dimension  of  professional  attributes, 
respondents  scored  well  in  the  technical  competence  cut  eg-,  i 
The  mean  technical  competence  score  was  9.2  points,  about 
percent  of  the  10.9  points  possible. 

The  respondents  did  not  score  well  in  the  professional 
involvement  category.  The  mean  professional  involvement 
score  was  0.3  points,  about  7  percent  of  the  4.1  points 
possible.  Due  to  other  than  dichotomous  scoring  m^th-d  *•  v-o 


scores  in  the  personal  qualities  and  professional  skills 
categories  are  analyzed  in  the  element  scores  section  t 
chapter . 

Element  Scores.  Element  scoring  used  dichotinvus 
scoring  rules.  Therefore,  the  number  and  per  rent  ice  :  f 
individuals  who  earned  credit  for  each  element  pro  v :  t  h 

best  measure  of  respondent  strengths  and  weaknesses .  Tit 
shows  the  frequencies  and  percentages  of  the  sample  rece: 
credit  for  each  element  by  category. 

Within  the  dimension  of  experience,  in  the  category 
assignments  in  logistics,  a  majority  of  the  respondents 
reported  experience  in  both  the  wholesale  and  acquisition 
logistics  elements.  Over  70  percent  of  the  respondents 
reported  they  had  wholesale  logistics  experience,  and  nea 
60  percent  reported  they  had  acquisition  logistics 
experience.  Since  these  were  also  the  two  most  heavily 
weighted  elements  in  this  category,  the  respondents  appea 
fit  the  model  well  in  the  assignments  in  logistics  categc 
although  less  than  40  percent  reported  experience  in  the 
other  four  assignment  elements. 

Also  within  the  dimension  of  experience,  in  the  cate 
of  advanced  positions,  the  majority  of  the  respondents 
reported  experience  in  either  management/supervisory 
positions  or  staff  positions,  but  less  than  55  percent  :f 
respondents  claimed  their  experience  was  primarily  in 
logistics.  Therefore.  47  percent  and  26  percent  of  the 
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Table  3.  Dichotomous  Element  Scoring 


Element 

Frequency 

Percentaae 

Assignments  in  Logistics 
Wholesale  Logistics 

121 

T  pi  I 

Acquisition  Logistics 

102 

tr  •*.  9 

Assignment  in  Oper .  Command 

65 

a 

■j  /  .  .. 

Retail  Legist i cs 

59 

34 .  : 

Combat  Logistics 

56 

32.6 

International  Logistics 

45 

2  6 . 2 

Advanced  Positions 

Management/Supervisory  Pos . 

81 

47 . 1 

Staff  Position 

44 

25.6 

College  Degree 

Bachelors  Degree 

83 

48 . 3 

Masters  Degree 

9  9 

1  2 . 8 

Technical  Competence 

System/Item/Program  Mgt . 

148 

3  6 . 0 

Maintenance  Competence 

108 

62.8 

Engineering  Competence 

51 

29  ,  " 

Procurement  Competence 

91 

5  2  0 

Logistics  Plans  Competence 

142 

q  2  6 

Supply  Competence 

121 

-i- 

Tr ansportat ion  Competence 

90 

5  2  .  n 

Professional  Involvement 

Active  Member 

12 

.  0 

Conference  Presenter/etc. 

fT 

2 . 0 

Conference  Attender 

9  -*9 

1 8 . 6 

respondents  received  credit  tor  management/supervision  ana 
start  positions,  respectively.  Since  these  are  the  first  an 
fourth  most  heavily  weignted  elements  in  the  entire  mode i , 
the  respondents  do  not  appear  to  tit  the  model  well  m  tne 
advanced  positions  category.  i he  last  category  in  tne 
experience  dimension  is  geographic  mobility.  since  this 
category  is  not  subdivided  into  elements,  the  previous 
category  score  discussion  adequately  snows  that  respondents 
do  not  tit  the  model  well  in  this  category. 

Within  the  education  and  training  dimension,  in  the 
category  or  college  degrees,  less  than  bu  percent  or  the 
respondents  reported  they  had  earned  either  a  Bachelors  or 
Masters  degree.  Aitnougn  tne  college  degree  category  is  tne 
third,  most  highly  weighted  of  the  ten  model  categories,  oniy 
4d  percent  and  id  percent  or  tne  respondents  had  earned 
Bachelors  and  masters  degrees,  respectively.  This  overall 
percent  college  degree  completion  rate  is  lower  than  tnu  c. 
percent  rate  reported  for  the  group  or  GB/M-i  l J  LCtep 
registrants  promoted  during  t  Y  Kusse  t  1  :  Jb  )  .  thereto!  e. 

it  appears  that  the  respondents  do  not  tit  the  model  well  i 
*  he  college  degree  category. 

The  last  categories  in  tne  education  and  training 
dimension  are  Professional  Continuing  education  and 

Professional  Military  education  (FMB).  Since  these 
c  tegories  are  not  subdivided  into  elements,  tne  preceding 
category  score  discussion  was  sufficient  to  show  that  r  he 


respondents  appear  to  fit  the  model  well  in  the  PCE  categor 
but  do  not  appear  to  fit  the  model  well  in  the  PME  category 

Within  the  professional  attributes  dimension,  in  the 
category  of  technical  competence,  a  majority  of  the 
respondents  rated  themselves  as.  competent  in  each  of  the 
seven  technical  competence  elements  except  engineering.  Th 
element  receiving  the  highest  percentage  of  respondents  was 
system/ i tem/program  management  with  86  percent.  This  was 
also  the  highest  weighted  element  in  this  category.  The 
element  receiving  the  lowest  percentage  of  respondents  was 
engineering  competence,  with  30  percent.  This  was  the  thir 
most  highly  weighted  element  in  this  category.  Therefore, 
with  the  exception  of  engineering  competence,  it  appears  th 
the  respondents  fit  the  model  well  in  the  technical 
competence  category. 

Within  the  same  dimension,  in  the  category  of 
professional  involvement,  a  small  number  of  the  respondents 
reported  involvement  in  a  professional  logistics 
organization.  Seven  percent  of  the  respondents  reported 
being  active  members,  while  three  percent  of  the  respondent 
reported  having  been  a  conference  presenter/pane  1 
1 eader /moderator .  These  were  the  two  most  highly  weighted 
elements  in  this  category.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  the 
respondents  do  not  fit  the  model  well  in  the  professional 
involvement  category. 
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The  last  categories  in  the  professiona-l  attribute 
dimension  are  personal  qualities  and  professional  ski 
The  elements  in  these  categories  were  not  scored 
di chotomous ly  as  in  the  other  categories.  Instead,  th 
respondents  received  credit  for  an  element  if  they  ra*. 
t  herns  elves  equal  to  or  higher  than  the  mean  G3/M-1P ,  i? 
respondent  rating  for  that  element.  Table  4  shows  the 
ratings  by  element  for  the  two  categories  of  personal 
qualities  and  professional  skills.  Figures  13  and  Id 
the  Spearman  Rank  Correlations  for  actual  mean  ratings 
element  versus  the  model  element  weights  for  personal 
qualities  and  professional  skills,  respectively.  Thes 
figures  help  the  reader  see  how  the  respondents  fit  th 
in  these  two  cateaories. 

Table  4.  Mean  Respondent  Ratings 
Professional  Skills 

Personal  Qualities 
Common  Sense 
I ntegr i ty 
I n 1 1 1  a  t i ve 
Ded i cat i on 
Comrnun  l  ca  t  i  on 
Leadersh i p 
Man  a  as  merit 


for  Pers o n a  0 u a  1  it 


Ms  a  n  P 


1  o 

X  -J 

1  (T 


Of  her 


Table  4.  Mean  Respondent  Ratings  for  Personal  Qualities  and 
Professional  Skills,  continued 

Professions  1  Skills 

Job  Knowledge  22.6 

Problem  Solving/Systems  Viewpoint  16.9 

Planning  Ability  17.4 

Analyt.cal  Techniques  14.6 

Thorough  Staff  Work  12.1 

Resourcing  Ability  12.2 

Other  1.1 

In  the  category  of  personal  qualities,  the  responder.!.? 
rated  themselves  highest  in  the  elements  of  common  sense  and 
integrity,  but  next  to  lowest  in  leadership.  Leadership  and 

integrity  are  the  two  most  heavily  weighted  elements  m  t h : 
category . 
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Spearman  Rank  Correlations 
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ire  13. 


The  Spearman  Rank  Correlation  is  0.00.  Therefore,  the 
respondents  do  not  fit  the  model  well  in  the  category 
personal  qualities. 


In  the  category  of  professional  skills,  the  respond* 
rated  themselves  highest  in  the  elements  of  job  knowledg- 
problem  solving/systems  viewpoint.  These  two  elements  ai 
also  the  two  most  heavily  weighted  elements  in  this  rat  eg 
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Figure  14.  Spearman  Rank  Correlations  for  Pro f ess i on a 
bki 1  Is 


The  Spearman  Rank  Correlation  is  0.66.  Therefore,  the 
respondents  appear  to  fit  the  model  well  in  the  .category 
pro f  ess i on a  1  sk ills. 


The  purpose  of  the  classification  survey  was  t 
determine  what  types  of  professional  development  r  r 
?:■:  if  for  Sicilian  1  uih  rum;-  in  AFLC .  A  st  re 
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telephone  interview  consisting  of  nine  open-ended  questions 
was  used  to  inventory  existing  professional  development 
programs  and  classify  them  into  the  same  ten  categories  used 
in  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  The  complete  classification 
methodology  is  included  in  Appendix  E.  The  c 1  ass i f : cat  ion 
survey  is  included  in  Appendix  C. 

Population  Representation.  The  survey  respondents  were 
selected  to  ensure  their  answers  represented  the  full  range 
of  existing  professional  development  programs.  As  described 
in  Chapter  III  .  four  respondents  were  chosen  from  HQ  AFLC  an. 
three  respondents  were  chosen  from  each  of  the  ALCs .  In 
addition,  the  respondents  were  chosen  to  represented  civil  11 
personnel  training  and  staffing  offices,  and  directorate  and 
division  levels  at  each  location.  All  of  the  19  total 
selected  respondent  organizations  agreed  to  participate  in 
the  survey,  for  a  response  rate  of  100  percent.  The 
classification  survey  responses  are  included  in  Appendix  D. 
The  same  data,  after  being  classified  into  the  ten  AFIT 
Civilian  Model  categories,  is  included  in  Appendix  E. 

Classification  Using  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model 

In  the  second  part  of  this  research,  the  c  1  ass i  f  i cat  ict. 
survey  responses  were  classified  using  the  AFIT  Civilian 
Model.  Based  on  the  ten  model  categories,  the  responses  wei 
classified  into  their  applicable  categories.  For  instance, 
if  a  response  indicated  that  short  courses  were  avail  able 


61 


through  AFIT.  the  response  was  classified  under  the 
categories  of  professional  continuing  education,  technical 
competence,  and  professional  skills.  A  dichotomous  scoring 
system  was  used  to  evaluate  each  survey  response.  In  of he: 
words,  the  response  received  either  full  credit  for  i 
particular  category,  or  no  credit  for  that  category. 
Detailed  classification  guidelines  are  in  Appendix.  F. . 

Research  Question  Two 

What  programs  exist  at  Air  Force,  Major  Command,  and 
base  levels  to  facilitate  professional  development? 

In  order  to  answer  -research  question  two.  the  programs 
that  were  identified  by  th  a  classification  survey  were 
further  classified  into  the  ten  model  categories  of  the  AFI 
Civilian  Mode  1 . 

Program  Classification.  The  results  of  the 
c 1  ass i f i cat  1  on  survey  will  be  discussed  by  model  category, 
starting  with  those  categories  under  the  dimension  of 
experience  and  continuing  in  order  through  education  and 
training  and  professional  attributes.  Each  of  the  “on 
categories  is  represented  with  a  table  (Tables  h- 1  \  \  oh  win 
applicable  c 1  ass i f i cat  ion  survey  responses  and  the  number 
respondents  giving  each  response.  The  abbreviat  ions  icr  .r.o 
included  in  these  tables  are  spelled  out  and  explained  m 
Appendix  D. 


Under  the  dimension  of  experience.  Table  5  highlights 
the  major  role  played  by  local  programs  in  promoting  a 
variety  of  assignments  in  logistics.  Even  in  those  programs 
which  are  centrally  managed,  local  programs  play  a  large  role 
by  selecting  individuals  for  participation.  A  total  of  -40 
responses  were  received  for  programs  promoting  assignments  ir; 
logistics . 


Table  5.  Experience:  Assignments  in  Logistics 


NUMBER  OF 
RESPONSES 


15 


8 


4 


3 


3 


3 


1 


1 


APPLICABLE 

PROGRAMS 


Rotations  between  directorates:  local  program: 


Career  broadening  using  LCCEP 


Normal  assignment  process  through  AFCPMC 


Education  with  Industry  assignment 


Rotations  within  directorates:  local  program 


Palace  Acquire 


Maintenance  Recruitment  and  Development  Prig. 


Office  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  Ass i gn . 


Palace  Share  DX3  Pay  Band  program 
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In  contrast  to  assignments  in  logistics.  Table  6 
highlights  the  major  role  played  by  centrally  managed 
programs  in  promoting  advanced  positions.  A  total  of  Id 

* 

responses  were  received  for  programs  promoting  advanced 

positions.  * 

Table  6.  Experience:  Advanced  Positions 


NUMBER  OF 
RESPONSES 

APPLICABLE 

PROGRAMS 

8 

Career  broadening  to  MAJCOM.  USAF  using  LC 

3 

Adv.  position  selection  board:  local  prig. 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

t\J  [  OJ 
i 
l 
i 
i 
i 

Palace  Acquire 

Maintenance  Recruitment  and  Development  i-M. 

1 

1 

1 

j 

* — i  1  « — 1 

( 

| 

1 

Normal  assignment  process  through  AFCPMC 

Pacer  Share  PX3  Pay  Band  program 

1 

Office  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  Assi 

Table  7  highlights  the  major  role  also  played  by 
centrally  managed  programs  in  promoting  geographic  me  b  l  1  :  *■  y  . 
This  is  logical,  since  local  managers  have  little  ability  1 
control  assignments  outside  of  their  orgamcat  10 r. .  A  t  .■*.  i ! 
of  17  responses  were  received  for  programs  promoting 
ge  og r  a  ph  i  c  me. bi  1  ity  . 


d-1 


Table  7.  Experience:  Geographic  Mobility 


NUMBER  OF 

APPLICABLE 

RESPONSES 

PROGRAMS 

5 

Career  broadening  to  other  bases  using  LT'CEP 

O 

Palace  Acquire 

3 

Normal  assignment  process  through  AF'TMC 

■J 

Education  with  Industry  assignment 

n 

Maintenance  Development  and  Recruitment  Prof. 

i 

Office  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  Assign. 

Additionally,  the  tables  reflecting  the  dimension  o: 
experience  categories  show  that  programs  such  as  MEDP.  OA 3D. 
Palace  Acquire,  and  certain  LCCEP  career  broadening 
assignments  are  applicable  to  all  three  categories  of 
exper i ence . 

Under  the  dimension  of  education  and  training.  Table  5 
portrays  the  major  role  se 1 f -directed  programs  play  in 
promoting  college  degrees.  Even  in  those  programs  which  are 
base  sponsored,  self-direction  played  a  major  role  as 
interested  individuals  select  themselves  for  participation. 

A  total  of  35  responses  were  received  for  programs  promoting 
co 1 1 ege  degr  ees . 


Table  8.  Education  and  Training:  College  Degree 


NUMBER  OF 
RESPONSES 

15 

APPLICABLE 

PROGRAMS 

Local  university  degrees:  self-directed  pr 'g 

9 

AFIT.  civilian  degree  programs  through  LC  'E7- 

8 

Local  university  degree ;  base  sponsored  prog 

1 

Identifying  education  needs  through  CEF 

1 

Identifying  education  needs  with  local  serve 

1 

Long-Term.  Full-Time  Training 

Table  9  identifies  the  almost  equal  roles  played  by 
locally  and  centrally  managed  programs  in  providing  PCE 
However,  most  responses  stated  that  LCCEP  Cadre  members  have 
a  greater  chance  of  attending  courses  with  limited 
availability.  A  total  of  37  responses  were  received  : : r 
programs  promoting  PCE. 


Table  9.  Education  and  Training;  PCE 


NUMBER  OF 

APPLICABLE 

RESPONSES 

PROGRAMS 

20 

Individual  AFIT,  OPM.  EEO .  EC I  courses .  ‘IM 

Executive  Seminars:  locally  manage i  frog:  am. 

17 

AFIT,  DSMC,  Harvard  etc.  Fellowship  Proqi  im. 

TAC  Leadership  Course;  centrally  managed  prog 

Table  10  displays  the  complete  role  of  self-directed 
programs  in  promoting  PME .  Five  responses  were  received  for 
programs  promoting  PME. 

Table  10.  Education  and  Training:  PME 


APPLICABLE 

PROGRAMS 


S q u a d r o n  0 f f icers  School.  A i r  C c rnm a n d  S 1  ~  f f 
College.  Air  War  College:  self-directed 


NUMBER  OF 
RESPONSES 


Table  11  depicts  the  major  role  played  by  iical  prcgnmn 
in  developing  personal  qualities.  A  total  of  44  responses 
were  received  for  programs  promoting  personal  qualifies. 


Table  11.  Professional  Attributes:  Personal  Cun 


NUMBER  OF  I 

APPLICABLE 

RESPONSES  : 

PROGRAMS 

is  : 

Local  management,  speaker,  community 

10  : 

In-house  programs  and  courses 

/  » 

Locally  contracted  programs  and  cours 

6  : 

0PM  courses  and  Executive  Seminars 

3  > 

Professional  Military  Education  cours 

- 

Harvard.  Purdue,  UCLA  Fellowships 

i 

-L 

Defense  Systems  Management  Co  11  eg?  :■ 

Table  12  reveals  the  major  roles  played  by  logistics- 
related  Professional  Continuing  Education  and  college  cour 
in  promoting  technical  competence.  A  total  of  104  respons- 
were  received  for  programs  promoting  technical  competence. 


Table  12.  Professional  Attributes:  Technical  Competence 


NUMBER  OF 
RESPONSES 


APPLICABLE 

PROGRAMS 


Applicable  PCE  courses:  non-AEI' 


Local  university  courses  in  logistic;. 


Rotational  assignments;  locally  managed 
Pro f  ess  i o r. a  1  1  eg ist  ics  s o c  i e  1 1  e c 


PCE  courses:  AFIT 


Career  broadening  assignment: 


Palace  Acquire 


Maintenance  Recruitment  and  Development  Ft 


Logistics  Training  Program  ( L3TP ) 


Education  with  Industry 


Table  13  indicates  the  major  role  played  by  loo 
irogi  arris  in  promoting  professional  skills.  A  t-.-t a  1 
•esponses  were  received  for  programs  promoting  pr ri¬ 


sk  ills. 


Table  13. 


Professional  Attributes:  Professional  Skills 


NUMBER  OF 
RESPONSES 

26 

APPLICABLE 

1  PROGRAMS 

!  Local  university  and  consultant  programs 

19 

1  Applicable  PCE  courses:  non-AFIT 

13 

1  Applicable  professional  organizations 

11 

!  PCE  courses;  AFIT 

8 

1  In-house  supervisory  training  and  couns-:- 1  1  mg 

s 

1  Professional  Military  Education 

n 

-j 

!  Education  with  Industry 

Table  14  demonstrates  the  major  role  played  by 
individuals  and  local  organizations  within  professional 
societies  in  promoting  professional  involvement.  A  -  *: 

13  responses  were  received  for  programs  prompt  i n i 
prof ess i ona 1  i nvo 1 vement . 

Table  14.  Professional  Attributes:  Professional  I nvo; v^mord 

:  NUMBER  OF 
:  RESPONSES 

4 

•  n 

:  4 

1 
l 


APPLICABLE 

PROGRAMS 

American  Production  Inventory  Vntro  i 
Professional  societies  in  genera! 
Society  of  Logistics  Engineers  (SOLE' 
National  Contract  Manage.nen-  Ac::.;.  ; 

<">ii  a  1  l  tv  i  or  i  I  A  cor  A  OP  ' 


Table  15  summarizes  the  classification  survey  results 
listing  the  ten  AFIT  Civilian  Model  categories  and  the  r.uml: 
of  corresponding  survey  responses. 


Tab  1 1 


Classification  Survey  Responses 


Case 


Nurnber/Percent  age 


Assignments  in  Logistic; 
Advanced  Positions 
Mobi 1 i ty 


TO  / 
18  / 


College  Degrees 

PCE 

PME 


35  / 
37  / 


Personal  Qualities 
Technical  Competence 
Professional  Skills 
Profess iona 1  Invo 1 vement 


1  3  .  0 


104  / 


Total 


1  fj  0 


In  summary,  the  second  part  of  this  research  i  :ur d  tha* 
professional  development  programs  existed  in  each  ::  the  API 


Civilian  Model  categories,  and  that  many  of  these  programs 
were  self-directed,  m  addition  to  the  previously  ider.4" :  f  •>  :i 
A:  r  Farce.  Maj-.r  c  ommand .  and  base  managed  programs  . 


Eva  1  u a t  i  a n  and  C I  a s s  i  f  l  c a  1 1  o n  C o-rn p a r  :son 

In  the  third  part  of  this  research,  the  evalu..ir  ion 


jurvey  data  was  compared  with  the  c 1  ass i f i ca 1 1 on 


using  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model  as  the  frame  of  ref^r^n 
First  ,  the  category  percentage  scores  and  'he  nurr.he* 
class i  f  icat  ion  survey  responses  were  t  ank  •ordered  .  F: 


Then,  the 


was  consolidated  f  r  _>m  Figure  1C  and  Table  15. 
ranks  were  paired  according  to  each  model  category.  Finally, 
the  ranks  were  compared  using  the  Spearman  Rank  Order 
Correlation.  In  this  way,  the  relationship  between 
logistician  weaknesses  and  corresponding  professional 
development  programs  could  be  statistically  compare'!. 

Research  Question  Three 

Do  existing  programs  appropriately  address  the  mid-level 
logistician  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit)  identified 
in  question  one? 

Non-paremetric  statistical  comparisons  of  professional 
development  programs  with  AFIT  Civilian  Model  scores  wore 
used  to  answer  research  question  three. 

C omp.ar at ive  Statistics.  To  see  how-  existing 
professional  development  programs  were  related  to  legist :c  ia" 
weaknesses,  the  Spearman  Rank  Order  Correlation  was  used. 

""he  number  of  responses  generated  by  the  classification 
survey  (CLASS)  were  compared  with  the  mean  category  score 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  the  maximum  nossible  sc^r-  f: cm 
the  evaluation  survey  (EVAL).  These  two  columns  were  th**n 
rank  ordered  from  highest  to  lowest.  Figure  15  depict.?  f  he 
comparisons  as  well  as  the  Spearman  Rank  Corre  1  a  r  i  n  . 
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CLASS’ 

RANK 

EVAL 

KANE 

Assignments  m  Logistics 

4U .UUU 

4 

hi  .  UUU 

Advanced  Positions 

18 . UUU 

7 

jy . 1 30 

h 

Geographic  Mobility 

17 . 000 
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Figure  15.  Spearman  Rank  Correlations  by  Mode l  Category 


The  Spearman  RanK  Correlation  is  0 . 8545 .  Therefore,  the*  e  \ 
a  large,  statistically  significant  correlation,  p=  .  uu :  . 

;  s' i  ege  1  :  c  i  o  !  .  between  the  number  of  existing  profess i ' na 1 
development  programs  for  a  particular  category  (as  measured 
using  the  classification  survey)  and  the  category  per  ~ erf  age 
score  (as  measured  by  the  evaluation  survey).  In  other 
words,  sure  low  category  percentage  scores  .-.re  -iefin-d  i.- 
logistician  weaknesses .  there  is  a  significant  negat i v  - 
•  .  rr  o-  1  -it :  on  between  t  he  number  or  existing  profess  l  ona  : 
do-ve  i.  op  me  nr  pro-grams  ana  current  mid-  i  eve  I  i  ogi  s-  ic :  '-su 

:•  ,  pi:--  ;o  .  •.  rr  w  .  r  ne  i  •  -  .  *  i  .-nship  iouv.^^r  ex  i  .-•  •  in; 

:  :  ,  ■  gt:  if!:’"  pi  ■:  amr  a:\  1  r  !>*  Af  .  1  '  .o' !  :  '>•;  ;• 


depicted  in  Figure  lo  compares  the  results  or  the 
c i ass i r icat ion  survey  i CLASS)  with  the  maximum  categ 
scores  (MUDEL )  . 
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figure  is.  spearman  Kank  Correlations  by  Model  Care 


i'ne  spearman  Kank  correlation  is  u.4obs.  rheret-.-re . 
a  small,  statistically  significant  correlation.  p=  . 
(Siegel:  sic  i  .  Between  tne  nurnper  or  existing  profess 
development  programs  ror  a  particular  category,  as  m 
os  mg  the  classification  survey,  ana  the  maximum  '.c 
score,  as  defined  by  the  AFi 1  Civilian  Model.  In  r  r 
words,  ? i nee  a  category  with  a  high  maximum  caf  eg-  ay 
defined  as  a  highly  important  AFi  1  civilian  Mode  l  ce 


there  is  a  low  correlation  between  the  number  or  existing 
professional  development  programs  and  the  importance  of  the 
particular  model  category. 

In  summary,  this  research  found  that  mid-ievei  civilian 
logisticians  had  many  weaknesses  compared  m  the  AFIi 
Civilian  Model.  existing  professional  development  progrime 
were  found  to  be  associated  with  each  of  the  model 
categories.  However,  the  numbers  and  types  of  program  were 
found  to  be  inappropriately  correlated  with  corresponding 
logistician  weaknesses. 


74 


V .  Conclusions  and  Recommendations 


Dr.  James  P.  Wade  Jr.,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Acquisition  and  Logistics,  has  expressed  his  concern  for 
the  professional  development  of  Department  of  Defense  'DoP 
senior  logisticians  and  the  necessity  for  professional 
development  programs  that  emphasize  "greater  diversify  of 
experience  and  education  in  several  disciplines  which  make  u 
the  logistics  field”  and  "high  standards  of  competency" 
(Wade: 4).  These  same  dimensions  of  Experience,  Education 
Training,  and  Professional  Attributes  are  the  cornet  stones  o 
the  AFIT  Civilian  Model. 

Since  1980,  the  Air  Force  has  sponsored  several  career 
programs  to  provide  career  broadening  assignments  and 
emphasize  training  and  development  activities  for  senior 
logisticians  (Fox: 10) .  In  addition,  many  MAJCOM,  base,  and 
self-directed  programs  have  been  created  to  develop  senior 
logisticians. 

More  recently,  Mr.  Alan  K.  Olsen.  Associate  Director  -.d 
Maintenance  and  Supply.  HQ  USAF,  has  stated  that  integrated 
professional  development  programs  should  begin  near  the  oJ-L 
level  in  order  to  develop  professional  logisticians 
(Olsen: 1) .  That  premise  was  the  foundation  for  this 
research,  which  sought  to  answer  three  questions  co.ucet  rung 
professional  development  for  these  mid-  leve  1  legist  i<  -  lans  . 


Although  senior  DoD  and  U5AF  leaders  have  suggested  that 
changes  in  professional  development  are  essential,  and 
several  programs  have  created  activities  for  developing 
professional  senior  logisticians.  USAF  mid-level  civilian 
logisticians  still  seemed  to  lack  necessary  profess  i  ;r.  a 
development  programs  to  meet  their  weaknesses .  There f . re .  : t 

became  evident  that  research  was  necessary  to  better 
understand  the  problem  of  mid-level  professional  ieve  1  goner  -  . 

The  purpose  of  this  research  was  to  investigate  the 
relationship  between  the  professional  development  weaknesses 
of  mid-level  Air  Force  civilian  logisticians  and  the  programs 
designed  to  meet  those  weaknesses.  The  research  ror.sist  ••a  .  f 
three  phases.-  literature  review,  data  collection  to  .iefce:  mire 
logistician  weaknesses  and  enumerate  existing  development 
programs,  and  data  analysis  to  determine  the  relationship 
between  these  weaknesses  and  programs . 

The  information  gathered  during  these  three  phases  of 
research  provided  the  necessary  information  to  answer  th- 
three  research  questions  proposed  in  Chapter  I.  The 
following  sections  discuss  each  question  individually. 

Research  Question  One 

What  particular  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit) 
characterize  mid-level  logisticians? 

As  a  group,  the  mid-level  Air  Force  civilian 
legist  1  cians  did  not  meet  the  criteria  of  the  AF  IT  Civ:  1  r-.u 


Model  very  well.  Their  mean  score  was  only  49.3  out  of  100 
total  points.  The  respondent  model  scores  ranged  from  a  vet 
low  score  of  12.9  to  a  moderately  high  score  of  82.2.  More 
specifically,  the  mid-level  logisticians  showed  weaknesses  i 
all  three  model  dimensions  of  experience,  education  and 
training,  and  professional  attributes.  The  mean  experience 
score  was  only  19.8  points  out  of  40.  While  3  percent  of  th 
individuals  did  receive  the  maximum  score  of  40  points,  as  a 
whole  their  experience  scores  showed  weaknesses  due  to  their 
lack  of  both  advanced  positions  and  mobility.  Only  39 
percent  of  the  respondents  met  the  advanced  positions 
criteria  of  having  held  a  qualifying  management/supervisory 
position  or  division  level  or  higher  staff  position.  Only  3 
percent  of  the  respondents  met  the  mobility  criteria  of 
having  had  two  or  more  geographic  moves. 

The  mean  education  and  training  score  was  a  mere  10.2 
points  out  of  25.  While  4  percent  of  the  individuals 
received  the  top  score  of  40  points,  their  education  and 
training  scores  showed  weaknesses  due  to  their  lack  of 
undergraduate  and  graduate  college  degrees  as  well  as 
Professional  Military  Education  (PME).  Only  48  and  13 
percent  of  the  respondents  received  credit  for  having  i 
bachelors  or  masters  degree,  respectively.  Only  37  per 
of  the  respondents  mt  t  the  PME  criteria  of  having  had  an  An 
Command  and  Staff  College  level  or  higher  PME  course. 


The  mean  professional  attributes  score  for  the  rn:d-l 
logistician  was  only  19.3  points  out  of  35.  No  individua 
received  the  maximum  score  of  35  points,  and  then- 
professional  attributes  scores  showed  weaknesses  due  to  *■ 
lack  of  both  personal  qualities  and  profess  iona  1  mv .  so. 
The  mean  respondent  ratings  were  v-  ry  poorly  c  vr  re  i  a'.e-l  w 
the  model  personal  qualities  criteria.  Only  seven 
the  respondents  met  the  professional  involvement  ;rit--r  lo 
having  either  an  active  role  or  membership  in  a  process;'- 
logistics  organization. 

In  summary,  the  respondents  showed  weaknesses  in  si:: 
the  ten  model  categories.  Their  weaknesses  were  m  t he 
categories  of  advanced  positions,  geographic  mobility, 
college  degree.  PME .  personal  qualities,  and  professional 
i nvo 1 vement . 

Peso a r c  1 1  Q uest  10 n  T w o 

What  programs  exist  at  Air  Force,  Major  Command,  and 
base  levels  to  facilitate  professional  development? 

In  general,  the  centrally  managed  Air  Force  and  ' 
Command  levels  and  locally  managed  base  levels  cent;  o’, 
hundreds  of  professional  development  programs.  I  r.  a  id  :  t  i 
many  se 1 f -directed  programs  w^i e  avail  able  t  uvliv;  iuais 
These  se  1  f  -d  i  reeled  programs  are  neither  centrally  i 
locally  managed,  but  instead  are  dependent  up--:.  each 
md  i  vidua  l  '  s  ini*-  iat  ive  .  Taken  as  a  who  l  e  .  t  here  .  -j; 


facilitated  development  in  every  dimension  and  cate 
the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  More  specifically,  single 
were  usually  oriented  to  meet  a  particular  category 
development.  Table  16  summarises  the  following  des 
by  showing  the  primary  management  levels  associated 
category  of  professional  development  programs 
logistician  strengths  and  weaknesses. 


Table  16.  Program  Management  Level 

Strength/  Management 


Model  Category 

Weakness 

Central  Local 

Assignments  in  Logistics 

ST 

y 

Advanced  Positions 

W 

x 

Geographic  Mobility 

W 

x 

Co  1 1 ege  Degree 

W 

PCE 

ST 

'/ 

A 

PME 

W 

Personal  Qualities 

w 

y 

Technical  Competence 

ST 

X 

Professional  Skills 

5T 

Y 

Professional  Involvement 

W 

Tot a  1 s 

4/6 

2  5 

Within  the  dimension  of  experience,  programs 
facilitating  assignments  in  logistics  were  usually 
managed.  These  programs  were  primarily  rotations  b 
directorates .  but  also  included  limited  as:--  ignment.? 
the  LCCEP  career  broadening  program.  Programs  rac i 
advanced  positions  were  usually  centrally  managed, 
programs  were  primarily  LCCEP  career  broadening  pro 
assignments  to  Air  Force  and  Mayor  Command  l eve  1  p- 


But  there  were  also  local  advanced  position  selection 
programs  for  certain  high  potential  individuals.  Due  t .  tlv- 
central  control  of  inter -base  personnel  assignments,  programs 
facilitating  geographic  motility  were  usually  centrally 
managed.  These  geographic  mobility  programs  were  pr imar  : . / 
assignments  through  the  LCCEP  career  broadening  progr  a::. .  r  i 
also  included  Palace  Acquire.  Educat ion  with  Industry . 
Maintenance  Recruitment  and  Development .  and  Office  cf  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  assignment  programs. 

Within  the  dimension  o  f  edu c a t  i  o n  a  r.d  t  r  a  i  n  i  n  g  .  ::  i  -  ; ; 
facilitating  college  degrees  were  usually  self  -directed . 

These  programs  were  primarily  se  i  f-d  ; rested  local  an :  v- :  .  .  ~ ; 
degree  programs,  but  also  included  centrally  managed  civil :ar 
degree  programs  through  AFIT  and  locally  managed  univei 
degree  programs.  Programs  facilitating  Professional 
Continuing  Education  (PCE)  were  primarily  locally  managed. 
These  programs  were  locally  managed  Office  of  Personae  1 
Management  (OPM).  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  <  EEC)  .  a  r.d 
Extension  Course  Institute  (ECI)  courses,  and  centrally 
managed  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology  fAFIT'.  Defense 
Systems  Management  College  (DEMO .  and  Fellowship  pr -grams . 
Programs  facilitating  PME  were  entirely  se  1  f  -d  i  rec'  ~d  .  Fh~s- 
programs  included  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  eq>  i  iva  T 
and  higher  level  courses. 

Within  the  dimension  of  pro  f  ess  i  one  1  at  *•  r  i --s  . 
programs  f  a  ■-  :  1  1 1  at  l  ng  personal  qualities  were  us  ua  1  ly 


an 


managed.  These  programs  were  primarily  in-house  o 
consultant  developed  programs  and  courses,  but  a  Is 
some  self-directed  involvement  in  local  community, 
and  managing  groups.  Programs  facilitating  techni 
competence  were  usually  locally  managed.  Thee--  cr 
primarily  rotational  assignments  and  PTE  cruises, 
included  se 1 f -directed  university  courses  and  prof 
logi'stics  society  membership,  and  centrally  manage 
assignment  programs.  Programs  facilitating  profes 
sk  11s  were  usually  locally  managed.  These  progra 
primarily  locally  managed  university,  in-house,  an 
consultant  programs  and  PCE  courses,  but  also  ir.cl 
directed  professional  organization  membership.  Pr 
facilitating  professional  involvement  were  prirnar: 
directed.  These  programs  were  primarily  self— dir ^ 


involvement  in 

the  Ameri 

c  a  n 

Product i on 

and  Invent ' 

c  r,  pi  t  y-  r,  i  C  r,  /■  y  ,9  f_  y 

(  APICS) 

and 

the  Society 

o  f  Lag ist; 

Eng: neers  ! SOLE 

) .  but  a  1 

SO 

included  ioc 

a  1  1  y  ma  n  a  g  e 

to  obtain  directorate  or  division  memberships  in  t 
c rgar. izut  ions  . 

In  summary .  a  great  number  ml  v.tr  iety  of  pr 
at  Air  Force.  Major  Command  .  base,  and  se  1  f -1  i  r " 
to  facilitate  professional  development.  Programs 
the  ten  AFIT  Civilian  Model  cat  eg-'  r  les  are  pnmar  i 
control  led  "local  lv"  at  the  bus-  l-v-  \ 

v-J  1 


Research  Question  Three 

Do  existing  programs  appropriately  address  the  mid-level 
logistician  weaknesses  (areas  of  poor  model  fit)  identified 
in  question  one? 

In  general,  existing  programs  have  not  uppr  pr  :  i  *  1  .  y 

addressed  the  logistician  weaknesses  identified  in  r  e  r  a :  d . 

question  one.  A  significant  negative  corre  l  at  ion  ex  is 

between  the  number  of  existing  programs  and  current  m:  .1  ■  :  -v-- 1 

logistician  weaknesses  (r  *  -.8545).  In  addition,  on  1  v 

s 

low  positive  correlation  exists  between  the  number  - r 
existing  programs  and  the  importance  of  the  AFIT  Civil: an 
Model  categories  ( r  =  .4863).  More  specif ical iy .  th. 
ca t egor  i  es  of  advanced  pos  i  t  i ons  .  geo gr  a p h i  c  mo b  i  1  i  "  y  . 
college  degrees,  PME .  personal  qualities,  and  pro f ere i  '  r .  h 1 
involvement  showed  mid- level  logistic’  an  w'mknms-s 
(categories  with  poor  model  fit)  but  contained  : n 1 y  33 
percent  f  fhe  existing  programs.  The  categor  :es  : 
assignments  in  logistics.  PCE.  technical  compet -n  re .  me 
pro  f  ess  l  ona  i  skills  showed  mid  -  1  ev^  i  Legist  i-rmr.  s  t :  ,-x  six  ■ 
l  categories  with  good  model  fit'  but  contained  ;  o :  •  '  : 

t h-  e x ist i ng  p rograms . 

Within  the  dimension  o  f  experience  .  in  the  ?  s  t  eg-:  i  : 
assignments  in  logistics,  mid- !  eve  1  logisticians  show*;*  id 


s t r eng  t hs 

(good  model 

fit)  and 

10  percent  of  the  pr- 

x.  i:r 

existed  to 

f  a  o  i  1  i  t  a  t  e 

their  dev 

e 1 opme nt . 

H  w-'-'ver 

' "  i  ego.  ry  o 

f  advanced 

pos  1 1 1  ms  . 

thes"  same 

1  --J  is"  i  ■  ; 

d 

showed  weaknesses  (poor  model  fit)  and  only  4.5  pe 
the  programs  existed  to  aid  their  development.  In 
category  of  geographic  mobility,  weaknesses  were  i 
and  again  only  4.3  percent  of  the  programs  existed 
their  deve 1 opme nt . 

Within  the  dimension  of  education  ana  trim 
category  of  college  degrees,  a  paradox  exists.  Mo 
level  logisticians  do  not  possess  col  lege  degrees . 
percent  of  the  existing  programs  are  designed  to  a 
development.  In  the  category  if  PCE .  the  logistic 
strengths  which  may  be  the  result  of  the  9.3  perce 
total  programs  to  assist  them.  In  the  category  or 
weaknesses  were  evident  and  only  1.3  percent  of  th 
exist  to  aid  and  encourage  Profess iona l  Military  E 

Within  the  dimension  of  professional  attribut 


category  of  personal  qualities,  mid- level  logistic 
reported  weaknesses  and  only  11.0  percent  of  he  p 
seem  to  be  appropriate  to  assist  them.  In  the  cat 
technical  competence,  the  logisticians  were  strong 
appal e nt 1 y  the  result  of  the  30 . t  percent  of  the  n 
available  to  aid  them.  In  the  category  of  pi ofess 
skills  they  mil-  level  logisticians  again  wer-.-  sic 
suppoi'f*?d.  by  21 .4  p^rc^n t  of  th-  pooc? r-itmo  .  I 

category  of  profess  iona  1  i  n\"  ■  1  wment  .  the  log  i  st-  ;  •' 


weak  and  only  3.3  percent  of  the  programs 


deve  1  ■ 


v  V.  , 
ti;  i 


In  summary .  existing  professional  development  prog 
have  not  appropriately  addressed  the  full  range  of  wear 
of  the  current  Air  Force  civilian  logistician.  The  f.  ; 
Civilian  Model  categories  where  mid-level  logisticians 
few  weaknesses  were  the  same  categories  where  many 
professional  development  programs  existed.  I:.  rfh-:  w 
where  numerous  programs  have  been  offered,  the  mid- 1  .v- 
logistician  has  taken  advantage  of  them.  The  converse 
this  conclusion  is  equally  true  for  five  of  the  six  maj 
weakness  categories.  Mid- level  logistician's  weaknesse 
persist  when  few  programs  are  available.  The  only  -xce 
to  this  relationship  occurred  in  the  category  of  cod  leg 
degrees.  Here  logistician  weaknesses  persist  in  spite 
every  location  having  programs  with  local  uni  vers  i  Mes  . 
Figure  1 7  illustrates  the  relationship  between  w*?.k n-sc 
programs.  This  research  did  not  specifically  invest  ig  * 
negative  correlation  between  existing  programs  ar.d  AFiT 
Civilian  Mode  1  categories,  but  the  results  show  an  cor 
inappropriate  alignment  of  programs  with  model  •--.tiegoi  i 
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Professional  Development  Programs 
versus  Logistician  Weaknesses 


Weaknesses 


Category  1,  5,  8,  9 


Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 


1  -  Assignments  in  Logistics 

2  -  Advanced  Positions 

3  -  Geographic  Mobility 

4  -  College  Degree 

5  -  PCE 

6  -  PM E 

7  -  Personal  Qualities 

8  -  Technical  Competence 

9  -  Professional  Skills 

10-  Professional  Involvement 


Figure  17.  Development  Programs  vs.  Logistician  Weaknesses 
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Discussion 

The  mid- level  logisticians  weaknesses  can  be  ■  ’  i 
in  several  ways.  First,  their  weaknesses  may  b^  seen  a 
result  of  t'neir  relative  grade.  GS/GM~T2s  and  -  13s  a;  ■••• 
likely  to  be  selected  for  certain  professional  j 
programs  than  more  senior  logisticians.  Fee: 1 .  if.-:, 
weaknesses  may  be  a  result  of  an  inappropriate  -rnpha ~  is 
professional  development  programs.  This  explanation  w: 
more  fully  discussed  with  question  three.  Third,  then- 
weaknesses  may  also  be  the  result  of  a  lack  if 
responsibility,  initiative,  or  individual  act  Ft.  in  th-- 
o f  many  self -directed  programs.  F o r  e x ample ,  s e v e r  1 1 
classification  survey  respondents  stated  individuals  m 
take  the  initiative"  in  their  development.  In  iac*’.  *  h 
three  explanations  may  be  complementary  and  the  combine 
will  likely  explain  the  majority  of  mid-level  logist  i  c: 
weaknesses.  A  large  number  and  variety  of  prof  ess  r*  r.:;  ’ 
development  programs  exist  under  "local"  managers  c  ror 
The  fact  that  50  percent  of  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model 
categories  are  covered  by  locally  managed  development 
programs  may  be  explained  as  f 1  i  -ws  .  The  number  .  var  : 
and  local  ce  ntr  al  of  these  programs  seem  to  be  the  r  s?u 
an  increased  emphasis  upon  professional  development, 
especially  at  the  bas^  level.  For  example,  the 
classification  survey  respondents  were  consistently 
knowledgeable  and  very  enthusiastic  about  t h e l r  pt  .gram 
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These  local  managers  seemed  to  enjoy  great  autonomy  in 
creating  programs  they  saw  as  necessary. 

The  poor  correlation  between  mid-level  logistician 
weaknesses  and  applicable  professional  development  programs 
can  be  explained  in  at  least  two  ways.  First,  the  abundanc 
of  programs  in  areas  where  few  weaknesses  exist  'and  the 
converse  of  this  situation)  can  be  seen  from  the  "success 
breeds  success"  perspective.  That  is  to  say.  that  successf 
programs  stimulate  many  similar  programs.  Some  might  call 
this  a  "bandwagon"  explanation.  However,  the  inequitable 
distribution  of  programs  can  also  be  seen  as  the  tendency  t 
professional  development  program  managers  to  maintain  the 
"status  quo"  without  periodically  re-assessing  mid-level 
logistician  weaknesses  and  adjusting  their  program 
orientation  accordingly.  These  explanations  are  somewhat 
complementary.  They  also  hold  great  promise  for  future 
success.  If  managers  at  all  levels  can  re-orient  their 
programs  to  reflect  current  weaknesses,  this  research  shows 
that  their  efforts  will  be  rewarded  with  corresponding  gain 
in  professional  development. 

Contr ibut ions 

This  research  made  several  potential  contributions  to 
the  process  of  Air  Force  logistician  development.  These 
contr ibut ions  include  increasing  the  visibility  of  both  mid 
level  logistician  weaknesses  and  the  number  and  types  of 
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professional  development  programs.  Additionally.  * h : s 
research  provided  an  independent  hook  and  :onc 1  us  1 ons 
concerning  professional  development  program  apprcpna*- 
for  Air  Force  mid-level  civilian  logisticians.  Final  1 
research  developed  a  model  framework  f  :■  1  assess;;..:  *  re¬ 
programs  • 

The  current  research  provided  visibility  of  rnii-1 
logistician  weaknesses.  The  problem  statement  showed 
necessity  of  better  understanding  this  previously  ur.st 
population.  This  research  detailed  and  quantified  "he 
weaknesses  of  GS-12  to  CM- 13  logisticians .  according  t 
categories  of  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  This  inf  -.rmat : 
potentially  useful  to  individual  logisticians,  vh  ;•  may 
compare  themselves  to  both  the  A.FIT  Civilian  Mode  1  and 
population  of  mid-level  civilian  logisticians  as  s^ud: 
the  evaluation  survey. 

The  study  also  provided  visibility  of  existing 
professional  development  programs.  The  problem  statem 
showed  the  necessity  of  better  understanding  thes--  pr  ■■ 
unstudied  programs.  This  research  described  >.r.d  r.au'T 
professional  development  programs,  according  to  the 
categories  of  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model.  Thus  inf: rmat 1 
potentially  useful  to  professional  development  ps  x 
managers,  who  may  now  compare  their  programs  to  bo*-  h 
Civilian  Model  and  to>  other  existing  programs  as  stud 
the  classification  survey. 


This  research  provided  an  independent  look  at  rhe 
appropriateness  of  these  programs  and  suggested  conclusions 
based  on  their  correlation  with  logistician  weaknesses .  It 
also  developed  a  model  framework  for  future  program 
assessment.  The  problem  statement  showed  the  necessity  of 
better  understanding  the  relationship  between  these  program 
and  weaknesses.  The  research  described  the  reasons  for  ‘hr 
large  negative  correlation  between  current  mid  l,-.cl  civil; 
logistician  weaknesses  and  corresponding  professional 
development  programs. 

Re  c  omme  nda  t i ons 

The  research  developed  four  recommendations  for  action 
and  further  research.  First,  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model  needs 
to  be  published  as  a  professional  development  guide  for  use 
by  Air  Force  mid-level  civilian  logisticians.  Second,  the 
senior  Air  Force  leadership  needs  to  be  made  aware  of  the 
inappropriate  emphasis  of  many  professional  development 
programs . 

Third,  further  research  should  be  performed  to  determi 
why  so  few  mid-level  logi.  i'lans  have  college  degrees  when 
so  many  programs  exist.  Fourth,  future  study  should 
determine  what  specific  programs  should  be  targeted  at  the 
weaknesses  of  mid  level  civilian  logisticians. 
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Appendix  A:  Evaluation  Survey 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  UNITED  STATE*.  AIR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON.  O.C. 


3  March  1989 


Dear  Professional  Logistician 

I  am  asking  for  your  assistance  in  a  research  project  being  conducted 
by  the  AFIT  School  of  systems  and  Logistics.  I  am  involved  only  in  an 
advisory  role,  but  I  have  a  deep  interest  in  the  topic. 

Captain  David  West,  a  graduate  student,  is  doing  thesis  research  to 
provide  a  better  understanding  of  professional  development  for  senior 
legist icians .  To  help  us  understand  professional  development ,  we  are  asking 
you  to  participate  in  a  survey  which  measures  current  development  programs 
and  future  development  needs. 

This  survey  should  take  about  30  minutes  to  complete.  We  would 
appreciate  it  very  much  if  you  would  respond  to  the  survey  and  return  it  in 
the  enclosed  envelop  within  one  week.  Your  responses  will  remain  anonymous 
and  will  be  reported  only  as  aggregate  data. 

Your  insights  and  honest  opinions  are  vital  to  the  success  of  this 
important  research.  The  results  of  this  study  will  provide  valuable  insight 
for  future  professional  development  planners.  If  you  have  any  questions 
about  this  project,  please  call  Captain  West  at  AUT0V0N  785-5435.  Thank  you 
for  helping.  /\ 

ALAN  K.  OLSEN 
Associate  Director 
Dir  of  Maint  &  Supply 
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USAF  SN  89-30 


AIR  FORCE  CIVILIAN  LOGISTICIAN  SURVEY 

The  purpose  of  this  survey  is  to  determine  the 
characteristics,  qualities,  and  background  of  current  Air  Force 
civilian  logisticians.  The  results  obtained  from  this  survey 
will  be  used  to  explain  what  makes  a  civilian  logistician 
successful.  Your  inputs  will  be  valuable  to  the  career 
development  of  future  senior  civilian  logisticians. 

Some  questions  require  you  to  rate  your  capabilities.  It  is 
very  important  that  you  do  this  honestly.  Please  be  assured  that 
your  responses  will  remain  anonymous.  Only  aggregate  data  will 
be  reported. 

Some  questions  require  you  to  specify  whether  experience  or 
training  was  obtained  during  prior  military  service  0£  during 
your  civil  service  career.  This  is  so  the  researcher  can  obtain 
an  accurate  picture  of  your  civil  service  experiences.  For 
questions  where  no  such  specification  is  made,  you  should  answer 
based  on  all  your  experience. 

Please  mark  your  answers  on  this  questionnaire.  If  you  have 
any  questions  while  you  are  completing  this  survey,  do  not 
hesitate  to  call  Capt  David  West  at  AFIT,  ALJTOVON  785-5435. 


1.  What  is  your  current  job  series? 


2. 


a  . 

301 

g- 

1910 

b. 

343 

h. 

2003 

c . 

345 

i . 

2010 

d. 

346 

j  • 

2130 

e . 

1101 

k . 

Other 

f . 

1670 

How 

many  years 

of  prior 

m  i  1  i  ta 

a.  5  or  less 

b.  6  to  10 

c .  11  to  15 

d.  16  to  20 

e.  21  or  more 

f.  I  DO  NOT  have  prior  military  service. 
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The  next  section  of  this  survey  asks  questions  about  your 
experience.  Some  definitions  are  in  order.  Program  management 
refers  to  weapons  system  acquisition  or  follow-on  logistics 
support.  Combat  logistics  includes  actual  wartime  experience  as 
well  as  combat  planning  and  combat  exercises  such  as  REFORGER  or 
Red  Flag.  Item  manager  experience  is  defined  as  wholesale 
logistics,  not  retail  logistics.  Retail  logistics  includes  only 
base  level  logistics  plans,  maintenance,  procurement,  supply,  or 
transportation . 

3.  In  which  of  the  following  logistics  disciplines  have  you  had 
assignments?  (please  mark  all  that  apply) 

a.  Acquisition  Logistics  d.  Retail  Logistics 

b.  International  Logistics  e.  Wholesale  Logistics 

c.  Combat  Logistics 


4.  Where  did  you  obtain  your  experience  in  acquisition 
logistics?  (please  mark  all  that  apply) 


a . 

b. 


c . 

d. 


e . 

f . 

g. 


Program  management  in  AFLC 
Program  management  in  AFSC 

Program  management  in  other  MAJCOM  or  SOA 

Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Air  Force  Plant  Representative  Office 

Other  (please  specify)  _ 

I  DO  NOT  have  acquisition  logistics  experience. 


5.  Where  did  you  obtain  your  experience  in  international 
logistics?  (please  mark  all  that  apply) 

a.  International  Logistics  Center 

b.  Air  Logistics  Center 

c.  Security  Assistance  Office 

d.  Program  Management  in  AFSC 

e.  Other  (please  specify)  _ 

f.  I  DO  NOT  have  international  logistics  experience. 


6.  Where  did  you  obtain  your  experience  in  combat  logistics? 
(please  mark  all  that  apply) 


a.  Actual  wartime  experience  (please  specify) 


b.  Combat  exercise  planning  or  participation  (please 

specify)  _ 

c.  Mobility  planning 

d.  Logistics  Operations  Center 

e.  Other  (please  specify)  _ __ 

f.  I  DO  NOT  have  combat  logistics  experience. 
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7.  Where  did  you  obtain  your  experience  in  retail  logistics? 
(please  mark  all  that  apply) 

a.  Base  level  logistics  plans 

b.  Base  level  maintenance 

c.  Base  level  procurement 

d.  Base  level  supply 

e.  Base  level  transportation 

f.  Other  (please  specify)  _ 

g.  I  DO  NOT  have  retail  logistics  experience. 


8.  Where  did  you  obtain  your  experience  in  wholesale  logistics? 
(please  mark  all  that  apply) 

a.  Air  Logistics  Center 

b.  AFLC  Headquarters 

c.  Defense  Logistics  Agency 

d.  General  Services  Administration 

e.  Other  (please  specify)  _ 

f.  I  DO  NOT  have  wholesale  logistics  experience. 


9.  Have  you  ever  had  an  assignment  in  an  operational  command? 

a.  Yes,  as  a  civilian  (please  specify  commands) 

b.  Yes,  during  prior  military  experience  (please  specify 

commands)  _ 

c .  No 


10.  How  many  management/supervisory  positions  have  you  held? 

a.  One  d.  Four  or  more 

b.  Two  e.  None 

c.  Three 


11.  At  what  levels  have  you  held  staff  positions?  (please  mark 
all  that  apply) 

a.  Branch 

b.  Division 

c.  Directorate 

d.  Headquarters  (MAJCOM) 

e.  Headquarters  (USAF,  SAF) 

f.  Other  (please  specify)  _ 

g.  I  HAVE  NOT  held  a  staff  position. 
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12.  What  percentage  of  your  experience  in  management/supervisory 
and  staff  positions  was  in  logistics?  _ 


13.  How  many  times  have  you  moved  during  your  Air  Force  Civil 
Service  career? 

a.  One  d.  Four  or  more 

b.  Two  e.  I  HAVE  NOT  moved 

c.  Three 


14.  Do  you  have  a  Bachelors  degree? 

a.  Yes  (please  specify  major) 

b.  No 


15.  Do  you  have  a  Masters  degree? 

a.  Yes  (please  specify  major) 

b.  No 


16.  Have  you  taken  any  Professional  Continuing  Education  (PCE) 
courses?  (please  mark  all  that  apply) 

a.  Yes  -  at  AFIT 

b.  Yes  -  at  civilian  institutions 

c .  No 


17.  Which  of  the  following  Professional  Military  Education  ( PME ) 
courses  have  you  completed?  (please  mark  all  that  apply  and 
specify  "C"  for  courses  you  completed  during  your  civil  service 
career  and  "M"  for  courses  you  completed  in  the  military) 

a.  _  Squadron  Officers  School 

b.  _  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  (or  equivalent) 

c.  _  Industrial  College  of  the  Armed  Forces 

d.  _  Defense  Systems  Management  Course 

e.  _  Air  War  College  (or  equivalent) 

f.  _  Other  (please  specify)  _ 

g.  _  I  HAVE  NOT  completed  any  PME  courses. 
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The  next  section  asks  questions  about  the  professional 
qualities  and  characteristics  you  possess. 


18.  Which  of  the  following  statements  describes  your  involvement 
in  professional  logistics  organizations  such  as  SOLE,  NCMA ,  or 
Council  of  Logistics  Management?  {please  mark  all  that  apply) 

a.  I  am  a  member  of  a  professional  logistics  organization. 

b.  I  am  an  active  member  of  a  professional  logistics 
organization  (attend  most  meetings  and  functions). 

c.  I  have  attended  conferences  or  symposia  sponsored  by 
professional  logistics  organizations. 

d.  I  have  been  a  presenter,  moderator,  or  panel  leader 
professional  logistics  organization. 

e.  I  DO  NOT  belong  to  any  professional  logistics 
organi zations . 

19.  My  level  of  technical  competence  in  engineering  is:  (if  you 

are  highly  competent  in  one  engineering  discipline  you  should 
mark  "highly  competent.") 

1  2  3  4  5 

Not  Fairly  Highly 

Competent  Competent  Competent 


20.  My  level  of  technical  competence  in  logistics  plans  is: 

1  2  3  4  5 

Not  Fairly  Highly 

Competent  Competent  Competent 


21.  My  level  of  technical  competence  in  maintenance  is: 

1  2  3  4  5 

Not  Fairly  Highly 

Competent  Competent  Competent 


22.  My  level  of  technical  competence  in  procurement  is: 

1  2  3  4  5 

Not  Fairly  Highly 

Competent  Competent  Competent 
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23  . 

My  level  of 

technical 

competence  in 

suppl y  is: 

1 

2 

3 

4  5 

Not 

Fairly 

Highly 

Competent 

Competent 

Compe  tent 

24  . 

My  level  of 

techn  ical 

competence  in 

system,  item,  cr  program 

management  is:  (If  you  are  highly  competent  in  system  o_r  item  o_r 

program  management  you  should  mark  "highly  competent.") 


1 

2 

3 

4  5 

Not 

Fairly 

Highly 

Competent 

Competent 

Compe  tent 

My  level  of 

technical 

competence  in 

transportation  is: 

1 

2 

3 

4  5 

Not 

Fairly 

Highly 

Competent 

Compe  tent 

Competent 

Prior  research  has  suggested  several  personal  qualities  and 
professional  skills  are  desirable  in  a  senior  logistician.  The 
next  two  questions  ask  you  to  assess  the  level  to  which  you 
personally  possess  these  qualities  and  skills. 


26.  Given  100  points,  please  allocate  them  among  the  personal 
qualities  listed  below  based  on  the  relative  degree  to  which  you 
possess  these  characteristics.  You  may  use  zeros  if  appropriate. 

Common  Sense  _ 

Communication  _ 

Dedication  _____ 

Initiative  _ 

Integrity  _ 

Leadership  _ 

Management  _ 

Other 


TOTAL  =  100  points 
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27.  Given  100  points,  please  allocate  them  among  the  following 
professional  skills  based  on  the  relative  degree  to  which  you 
possess  them.  You  may  use  zeros. 

Analytical  Techniques  _ 

Job  Knowledge  _ 

Planning  Ability  _ 

Problem  Solving/Systems  Viewpoint  _ 

Resourcing  Ability  (Programming, 

Budgeting,  Allocating)  _ 

Thorough  Staff  Work  _ 

Other  (specify)  _  _ 

Other  (specify)  _  _ 


TOTAL  *  100  points 


Do  you  have  any  comments  to  add? 


Thank  you  for  completing  this  survey  and  contributing  to  the 
success  of  this  study.  Please  return  this  questionnaire  in  the 
sel f-addresses  envelope  provided.  Please  mail  it  today. 

If  you  would  like  an  executive  summary  of  the  results  of 
this  study,  please  enclose  a  separate  sheet  of  paper  with  your 
name  and  address.  Again,  your  individual  answers  will  be  kept 
confidential  and  will  only  be  reported  as  aggregate  data. 
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Append  1  x  B  :  Eva  1  ua 1 i or 


Bur' 'ey  Comments 


ID.  Cgmme  r.  t 


6.  Personal  qualities  go  hand  In  hand,  not  neeese 
scale  of  one  higher  than  another.  You  must  ha-,e  .- 
sense "  to  "communicate"  at  all  levels.  ''Ini'  i  it:  v 
"deii ration"  go  hand  m  hand.  You  must  earn  rests 
"integrity"  and  if  you ’ > e  a  good  "manager"  you  ueu 
good  "leadership"  qualities. 

9 .  I  vave  had  a  thirty  year  oar- with  the  .  "  F 
Systems  Command  as  a  physicist,  program  analyst  an 
acquisition  project  specialist.  It  has  been  s  m-  s 
and  fulfilling  period.  I  consider  it  to  be  a  symi: 
synerg i st i o  relationship. 

13.  The  strongest  points,  if  not  ac  cur  ate ly  ref le 
answers,  that  I  possess  and  which  have  allowed  me 
steadily  in  the  logistics  world  are:  my  dedicat io 
getting  any  assigned  job  done  and  a  willingness  t, 
these  jobs  .  Although  rny  or  a  i  communication  sk  i  1  '  s 
than  d-sired.  my  written  correspondence  and  plann: 
make  up  the  difference. 


18.  I  believe  that  key  to  the  success  of  any 

program  is  a  team  effort.  To  get  Mi  concerned  w. 
team,  communication  is  of  primary  importance .  My 
been  through  the  clear  c  omnium  cat  ion  of  w'nat  is  no- 
expected  from  each  organisation  and  member  f h- 

23.  Success  in  this  position  is  dependent  or 
challenges  this  career  offers  and  rewards  tint  are 
I  was  fortunate  in  working  for  good  managers,  wh . 
and  rewarded  initiatives  and  good  work. 


31.  It  is  my  contention  that  while  we  have  go-jd  : 
(i.e.  supply,  procurement,  etc.)  logistics  manager 
very  few  loggies  who  have  a  total  view  of  IDS  and 
Acquisition  and  Logistic?  can  arid  should  comp  1 -mo r. 
other  and  how  it  all  comes  vcg.-thc-r.  I  fee' 
needs  to  be  given  to  developing  this  type  of  seri 
1 og 1 s  t i c i a n . 

35.  The  promotional  process  for  logisticians  at  ' 
level  places  more  emphasis  on  the  supervisory  cap a 
the  person  rather  than  on  the  person ' s  logistic?  m 
record.  In  plain  English,  if  professional  Legist; 
not  had.  nor  been  a  1  1  owed  the  ■  -•pporMin  My  t  •••  comh: 
supervisory  courses''  experience  with  legist;  -?  h  * 
person's  chances  of  pro-grossing  into  management  ir 
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limited.  Management,  in  its  search  for  logisticians  t 
promote  into  the  management  arena .  will  not  seriously 
consider  a  person  that  has  not  been  exposed  to  the  oho 
of  a  supervisory  position.  More  supervisory  courses  r 
be  added  to  the  logistician's  career. 

79.  At  the  section  and  branch  level  it  does  not  appea 
as  important  to  be  technically  competent  as  to  have 
management  skill. 

8C .  GS~12s  should  be  allowed  to  enroll  in  Air  War  G'l 
it  used  to  be.  I  would  very  much  like  to  attend  but  t 
rules  have  changed  to  where  I  cannot  enroll  as  a  Or -Li 

111.  The  constant  influx  of  new  people,  from  up:,  ei 
management  on  down,  makes  it  extremely  difficult  to  f' 
plans  or  policy.  The  new  regime  will  invariably  chang 
directions.  This  is  confusing  to  us  and  to  the  foreign 
customers  we  try  to  support. 

127.  Although  education  and  experience  are  necessary . 
great  deal  of  initiative  and  common  sense  round  out  -r 
logistician.  Being  able  to  communicate  is  also  esrer.t 

144.  Career  advancement  is  primarily  affected  by  who 
know  and  suck  up  to.  Logistics  ability  counts  for  vei 
little.  There  is  no  real  merit  in  merit  promotion, 
especially  if  you  are  a  white  male. 

16"7.  The  major  weakness  of  the  AF  program  is  the  la-k 
formal  training.  Reliance  on  OJT  narrows  the  scope  of 
worker  and  hampers  effectiveness.  One  does  a  better  j 
he  understands  why  he  does  what  he  does  and  how  he  f i t 
the  overall  structure.  To  see  where  we  fit.  we  need  t 
understand  the  whole  logistics  world. 

172.  Per  General  Hansen.  AFLC  is  and  must  be  treated 
operational  command  or  other  operational  commands  will 
sustain.  AFIT  students  should  learn  this  early  :n. 

204 .  I  believe  that  too  much  importance  is  placed  on 
a  college  degree.  True.  I  wish  I  had  a  degree,  but  t 1 
just  didn '  t  work  out.  What  1  see  happening  is  t  ho  t  v 
knowledgeable  people  who  have  a  lot  of  experience 
job.  but  no  college  degree .  are  not  even  considered,  f 
certain  management  positions.  Go.  a  person  who  luvvo 
about  the  supervisory  posit  ion.  or  the  type  :.f  w^j  V.  : 
area,  is  hired  as  a  supervisor  and  the  person  with  -.1 
knowledge  and  experience  ends  up  training  the  supervir 
just  doesn't  seem  fair.  I.  personally,  have  no  c-  rr.pl  i 
I  ’  ve  just  se-‘jn  it  happen  before . 
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214.  International  logistics  depends  heavily  on  your  at:!: 
to  communicate  the  customer's  needs  to  the  system  and  the 
system  to  the  customer. 

248.  Ability  to  “see"  the  big  picture  is  extremely 
important.  This  defines  the  why,  what  and  how,  and  allows 
competent  decisions. 

253.  Your  development  program  should  definitely  place  ch- 
logistician  in  a  real  world  environment,  i.e.  active  fly:::.: 
wing  and  Numbered  Air  Force  and  definitely  MAJCOMs . 

265.  I  have  been  fortunate  to  attend  one  AFIT  course  and  f 
locally  taught  courses  in  my  Civil  Service  career.  These 
courses  helped  me  to  see  the  overall  logistics  picture  as 
opposed  to  the  ALC  portion. 

275.  A  good  logistician  will  have  at  least  a.  business  dej: 
in  Management.  Finance,  or  Accounting  and  some  legist i sc  v 
related  experience.  A  college  education  is  very  important 
and  essential  for  a  logistician. 

289.  More  latitude  should  be  given  to  the  logistician  to 
master  his/her  trade  through  allowing  GS-ll/12s  to  attend 
classes  at  AFIT.  through  seminars  and  correspondence .  D:re 
interface  such  as  this  will  only  help  to  maintain  the  high 
integrity  necessary  to  the  AF  logistics  world.  TDY  funds 
seem  to  dictate  the  need  for  appropriate  classes  instead  f 
the  furthering  of  quality  logistics  management .  from  an  AF 
management  point  of  view. 

298.  I  believe  experience  and  performance  are  equally  as 
important  if  not  more  so  than  a  college  degree. 

302.  Each  of  the  personal  qualities  are  arguably  important 
i.e.  "common  sense"  and  "communication"  determine 
"leadership"  and  "management"  effectiveness. 

373.  The  logistics  management  process  requires  superior 
reasoning  and  problem  solving  skills.  For  the  pas*:  15  year 
our  public  school  systems,  universities  an  AF  courses  have 
"short-changed"  the  s  udent  by  using  a  teaching  method  gear 
to  passing  the  test  rather  than  understanding.  A  g  ■  d  c.‘t:r 
in  reasoning  skills  ana  logic  is  a  must  in  profess  r.  na 1 
development  . 


>  no 


Write-In  Responses 


ID. 

Persona  1  Qua  1 i t les 

pv'fjf  p.?o  i  ,',r  o  1  '  '  1  r 

008  . 

Organ isat : ona 1  cooperat i on 
Total  quality  management 

H'-Mlip  i  n*-f i  v  a!  ,1-  ■ 

Comraun  1  c  at:  ng 

0^8  . 

Background 

- 

151  . 

- 

Re  lat  i  ng  t  «;  e  :v  1  .• 

156  . 

- 

Synthes i re 

204  . 

Work  well  with  others 

- 

265  . 
grade; 

Loya 1 ty 

Working  wi t  h  h i g  h e i 

269  . 

- 

Teach i ng 

295  . 

- 

Pr  i  or  1 1 y  r  e  " ■  :gn :  '  :  : r. 

324. 

Great ivity 

Selling  abilitv 

Logic 

338  . 

Meeting  the  mission 

A c c omp 1 : s  h : ng  * h e  "  • 

354  . 

- 

Management 

375  . 

- 

Listening  skills 

400  . 

— 

Crea  f  :  j  *•  v 
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Append  1 x 


C 1  ass  1 f 1  cat  ion  Survey 


Hello.  I'm  Captain  David  West.  I  am  an  AFIT  gra 
student  conducting  Air  Force  research  on  professional 
deve 1 opment  for  1 ogist 1 c i a ns . 

I  am  interviewing  deputy  d : rectors  .  i i v i s : on  ch: 
civilian  personnel  office  representatives  at  He  a d  ~".o v 
Force  Logistics  Command  and  ail  the  Air  L  igis*- 1  c.r  C  :•  r, 
order  to  develop  a  list  of  civilian  professional  deve 
activities.  There  are  no  right  or  wrong  answers  t  :  t 
q u est  ions  .  I  on  1  y  need  y o u r  h o n e s t  .  p •=•  r s n a  1  :•  p  ;  r. :  or. 
responses  will  be  combined  wi  +  h  all  others  and  net  at 
to  you  individually. 

Will  you  take  ten  minutes  to  answer  severs:  c,  les 
for  this  research?  May  I  tape  record  cur  interview  t 
up  my  note  taking? 

I'll  ask  nine  related  questions  to  help  you  reca 
everything  related  to  the  topic.  Here's  the  first  qu 

1.  What  Air  Force  or  MAJCOM  programs  do  you  use  in  y 
directorate/division/base  to  promote  professional 
deve 1 opment  ? 

2.  What  portions  of  the  Career  Enhancement  Plan  (CEP 
use  to  promote  professional  development0 

?.  What  portions  of  the  Logistics  Civilian  Career 

Enhancement  Program  (LCCEP)  do  you  use  to  promote 
profess l ona 1  deve 1 opment ? 

4.  What  local  initiatives  do  you  use  to  promote  pr : f 
development  in  your  directorate/di vis ion/tase ? 

5.  What  se 1 f -directed  programs  do  members  of  your 
directorate /division/base  use  to  promote  profess i 
deve 1 opment  ? 

The  following  question  is  in  three  parts.  I'll  read 
entire  question  first. 

What  other  general  activities  do*  you  use  whi-h  pr 
professional  development  by  increasing  individual 

6.  experience? 

This  may  include  assignments,  advanced  posit  ions . 
mob i 1 l ty . 

7.  education  and  training? 

This  may  include  college  degrees.  PrE .  and  PME . 


8.  professional  attributes? 

This  may  include  personal  qualities,  technical 
competence,  and  professional  status. 

9.  Are  there  any  other  means  of  professional  development 
which  your  organization  uses? 

If  you  are  interested.  I'll  send  you  an  executive  summary  •;  f 
this  survey.  May  I  have  your  name  and  organ  izat  i  .'nil  a- Hr  es 
please?  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  help  in  this  res ear ;h . 
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Appendix  D: 


Response  Key: 

1  to  7  :  Directorate  Level 

8  to  12  :  Division  Level 

13  to  19;  Civilian  Personnel  Offices  (Staff ing  or 
Training) 

Question  1: 

What  Air  Force  or  MAJCOM  programs  do  you  use  in  yiu: 
directorate/division/base  to  promote  professional 
deve 1 opment ? 


Responses : 

la.  We  use  the  Logistics  Civilian  Career  Enhancement 
Program  (LCCEP) . 

b.  We  also  use  individual  courses  available  thi  cvgh 
the  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology  (AFIT)  and  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  (OPM). 

c.  In  addition,  we  take  advantage  of  policies  unde: 
the  Maintenance  Recruitment  and  Development  Program  ( MED? ) 
which  allow  "developmental  assignments"  to  and  from 
Headquarters  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  (HQ  AFLC)  and  *-.h-‘ 
Air  Logistics  Centers  (ALCs). 

d.  Finally,  we  have  the  Pacer  Impact  program  which  re¬ 
designed  to  innovate  ways  to  increase  productivity.  Come  : f 
these  innovations  are  in  the  area  of  professional 

deve 1 opment . 

2a.  We  use  individual  courses  available  through  AFIT 
and  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  ( EEO )  /  Adrninistrat  ive  type 
classes . 

b.  We  also  use  OPM  Executive  Management  Leadership 
Seminars . 

c.  Finally,  we  use  Long-Term  Full-Time  Training  wh :  .-h 

is  available  to  individuals  if  they  are  within  one  year  : r 
graduation.  However,  the  lack  of  money  means  no  hires 

are  available  to  backfill  losses. 


3  a 

We  use 

career  broadening,  to  USAFE 

and  HQ  LEAF 

•;  f , 

part icu 

lar.  which 

are 

available  through  both 

indi vidua  1 

des ires 

and  LCCEP 

4 

b 

We  a  1  so 

use 

AFIT  courses  which  are 

available  * o 

LCCEP  r 

egistrants 

a  nd 

n  r.  n  -  r  e  g  i  s  t  r  a  n  t  s  . 
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4a.  We  use  the  Palace  Acquire  program  to  conduct 
broadening  by  sending  a  group  of  newly  hired  individual 
AFLC  management  interns,  to  HQ  AFLC  each,  year  for  a  two 
developmental  program,  after  which  time  they  return  t- 
original  ALC . 

b.  In  addition,  there  are  LCCEP  and  other  LCOE? 
programs  for  accounting  and  computer  personnel. 


.'4  >* 


5  .  We  use  all  the  educat  icn  orograms  ava  i  1  a  b  1  t  hr  : 
LCCEP  in  individuals,  from  G3— 12  througn  EES. 

6 .  We  use  LCCEP . 

7a.  We  use  education  opportunities  available  at  *  :u:- 
Defense  Systems  Management  College  (DSMC)  .  the  Fell  wsh : :  • 
programs  at  Harvard.  Purdue  and  UCLA,  and  the  TAC  Leader  sh 
Course,  all  of  which  have  participants  selected  by  a  cem 
AF  pane  1  . 

b.  We  also  use  LCCEP. 


8.  We  use  the  Logistics  Training  Program  (LSTP1 
developed  for  our  division  and  other  similar  divisions 
throughout  AFLC  by  HQ  AFLC. 

9a.  We  use  AFIT  courses. 

b.  We  also  use  courses  available  thr ough  our  1  ■  .  a : 
base  training  office  such  as  management  and  effect i ve  wr ■ f 
courses . 

10a.  We  use  AFIT  training  and  gradual-  e  p:  . 

b.  We  also  use  the  OPM  sponsored  Western  Eir-r  out  :v  ? 
Seminars  taught  in  Denver. 

11.  We  use  courses  available  in  the  AFI  T  cat  2 1  eg.  wr. 
are  then  paid  for  out  of  unit  operations  and  mamtenanc  * 
money . 

12.  We  use  LCCEP. 

13.  We  use  all  programs  available  f r om  Rind  •! ph 
AFE/CPMC  and  as  given  in  AFP.  40-110. 

14a.  We  use  LCCEP  education  and  assignment 
opportuni ties. 

b.  We  also  use  Palace  Acquire  centralised  hiring  *■ 
implement  the  AFLC  management  intern  program  for  1 p  l : •  - : i  ;e 
hired  under  schedule  D  appointment  authority. 

15.  None  in  particular. 

15.  We  use  car  eer  programs  such  as  LCCFr'  t~-v  •  •  ■  ■•■■  ■■ 
available  for  various  career  fields. 
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17.  We  use  LCCEP . 


13a.  We  use  DSMC  courses .  which  are  paid  for  bv  HQ 

AFLC  . 

b.  We  also  use  the  26  available  career  programs.  o 
which  LCCEP  is  one.  Individuals  may  register  in  as  many 
career  programs,  for  which  they  are  qualified,  as  t hey  w;s 

19.  None  in  particular. 


Question  2: 

What  portions  of  the  Career  Enhancement  Plan  7E7  : 

you  use  to  promote  professional  development? 

Responses : 

1.  We  do  not  greatly  use  the  CEP.  We  use  other  mefh 
to  identify  needs  and  allocate  training  slots. 

2a.  It  is  important  in  ensuring  people  go  to  the  rig 
courses,  for  example,  that  we  don't  send  them  to  LOG  224  o 
other  introductory  courses  if  they  already  have  logistics 
exper i ence . 

b.  We  use  it  in  conjunction  with  annual  counselling 
which  actually  takes  place  about  every  18  months. 

3.  Individuals  prepare  their  own  forms.  Weaknesses 
which  they  identify  are  met  with  LCCEP  programs. 

4.  We  use  the  CEP  to  build  the  18  month  training  and 
education  plan  for  career  broadeners  both  within  th^ 
directorate  and  between  directorates. 

5.  We  use  the  CEP  because  annual  nomination  package -? 
for  schools  must  include  a  CEP  showing  that  the  course 
necessary . 

6.  None  in  particular. 

7.  None  in  particular. 

8.  The  CEP  does  not  have  a  big  role  for  our  division 

9.  The  CEP  is  used  very  little.  It  is  useful  for 

determining  rotational  moves  Lo  other  directorates. 

10.  None  in  particular. 


11.  The  CEP  Is  used  in  different  ways  by  separate 
offices  to  specify  those  types  of  courses  which  may  be 
appl icable . 

12.  The  form  itself  is  not  widely  used.  We  watch  'ir 
performers  closely  within  our  own  division. 

13.  We  use  the  CEP  as  shown  in  AFR  40-410.  Attache; er;‘: 

7.  This  includes  filling  out  the  CEP  parts  1-3.  Thes:-  • ;  • 
required  training,  scheduled  pipeline  training,  for  eran.pb- 
management  systems  training,  and  goals  by  position  and  grade . 

14.  We  use  the  CEP  as  a  guide  and  training  plan. 

15.  The  CEP  is  used  for  input  data,  with  the  cour .re¬ 
codes  representing  various  academic  subject  areas.  The  hh 
become  part  of  the  Air  Force  Civilian  Personnel  Management 
Center  1  AT CFKT )  civilian  personnel  data  system  fPDS-C'  'm.’. 
can  then  be  used  to  identify  logistics  course  re  quire!;.-?:'.*’ r 
for  any  ALC  or  for  AFLC  as  a  whole. 

16.  None  in  particular. 

17.  We  pass  on  data  from  the  CEP  to  LCCEP  at  AFC PMC . 
Therefore,  the  responses  should  be  well  thought  out  and 
accurate . 

18.  The  CEP  plays  a  big  role.  It  helps  determine  the 
needs  of  individuals  in  the  field,  and  is  the  only  t-ooi  w- 
have  to  fill  spaces  for  on  site  courses.  We  just  s^nf  :5~r 
copies  throughout  the  ALC  to  our  career  urogram  registrants . 
and  they  can  each  request  up  to  seven  courses  using  the  CEP. 

19.  None  in  particular. 


Question  3: 

What  portions  of  the  Logistics  Civilian  Car'* 
Enhancement  Program  (LCCEP)  do  you  use  to  prom-te 
pr  :  f  ess  i  :-r.a  1  deve  1  opment  ? 


Responses : 

la.  We  primarily  use  the  training,  opp-'-rtun  i  *•  i  -  s 
available  through  LCCEP. 

b.  We  also  use  career  broadening  ass  lgnm-ud  s  f  •  •  ‘•h-* 
Air  Staff,  etc. 

c.  Finally,  we  promote  cadre  selection  as  a  way  - 
develop  pride  among  logisticians. 
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2.  AFIT  courses  are  the  most  important  part  of  LCC 
but  more  quotas  are  needed.  Currently,  school  slots  are 
competitive,  with  the  majority  going  to  cadre  members. 
Wright -Patterson  AFB  has  an  advantage  in  getting  courses 
to  their  ability  to  fill  classes  with  short  notice  and  t 
reduced  TDY  funds  required. 

3.  We  primarily  use  the  AFIT  courses  aval  la’  1?  t hr 
LCCEP . 

4.  We  primarily  use  LCCEP  to  create  and  fill  care** 
broadening  positions  within  the  directorate. 

5a.  We  use  the  education  opportunities  aval  laid* 
primarily  to  LCCEP  cadre. 

b.  We  also  use  AFCPI1C  for  worldwide  assignments. 

6.  We  primarily  use  courses  available  through  LC'"E 
None  in  particular. 

8 .  None  i n  part i cu 1 ar . 

9.  We  use  LCCEP  primarily  to  get  seminar  si  :  t .? 
courses  which  are  available  to  cadre  members. 

10.  We  use  LCCEP  in  order  to  qualify  individuals  f 
degree  programs  at  state  universities. 

1 1 .  None  i n  part  1 cu 1 ar . 

12.  We  use  the  AFIT'  and  civilian  institute  one  yea 
programs  available  through  LCCEP. 

13.  We  primarily  use  courses  available  from  3PM.  s 
as  their  executive  development  series  which  includes  sir 
management,  time  management,  etc. 

14a.  We  use  the  AFIT  graduate  logistics  school's  1 
and  short  courses  which  are  available  to  LCCEP  registrar! 

t.  We  also  use  the  two  year  reassignments  for  c a 
broaden i ng . 

15.  None  in  particular. 

16a.  We  primarily  use  the  graduate  and  undergr odu >. 
programs  available  through  LCCEP. 

b.  We  also  use  short  courses  available  througt  E 
a r.d  listed  in  t h e  i r  F Y 9 0  C aree r  P r ogr am  G u i d e  .  Th e s e  a i 
•often  only  general  management  type  courses  renamed  i ••• 
logistics.  For  example.  one  course  is  eni  i  1 1 d  "T’rv- 
Logistics  of  Managing  Conflict." 


1? . 

We 

use 

all 

p a r  t s  c f  the  p r og r  a m . 

Ip 

We 

use 

all 

parts  of  the  program. 

*=.  c*  r-.  ^ 

-■  •-  t*  -  - 

tra ini ng 

and 

career 

broadening  opportunit le 

S  . 

19  . 

We 

use 

the 

LCCEF  cadre  program  to 

open 

assignment  doors. 

E 

xternal  funding  is  the 

bigge 

t o  this  progr am . 


Question  4: 

What  local  initiatives  do  you  use  t  •  pi- 
professional  deve  1  cpraent  in  your  direct. •rate 


Responses : 


la.  We  encourage  participation  in  the  Amur 
Production  and  Inventory  Control  Society  fAPI'.'S' 
b.  We  primarily  look  outside  the  Air  F.  re¬ 
programs  which  meet  our  needs,  for  example,  i  r:  " 
Qua  1 i ty . 

2  a.  We  arrange  for  loo  a  1  .  t?r.e-day  •; :  ur  s^s 
such  as  computer  skills  and  qua  1 :ty . 

b.  We  exchange  oers'~ nre  f  r  om  I  r.  t  *=>  v  r.  1 1 :  r. 
Center  ( I LC )  and  Systems  Coordinating  -'Trice:  s 
the  Logistics  Opera  t  i  one  hreer  to  gain  mutual 
and  benefits. 

? a  .  We  have  a  local  career  broadening  pi  j 
cur  Aii'  Base  Group  personnel  office  <  ABC  TT '  . 
tailored  to  GS-9  and  above  employees. 

b.  We  also  have  an  ALC  wide  panel  cons  1st 
d i  rent  ors  ,  w’n  i  ch  conducts  compet  i  f  ive  i  nherv i ev.c 
personnel  changes  necessary  to  meet  career  br  ad 
ether  ar  ganizat  icna  1  objectives.  These  pers  .-nxe 
be  for  either  an  indefinite  pel iod  of  time.  :-r  f 
specified  period  of  time  with  a  follow-on  return 
or  x g : r a  1  d i rest  ora  t  e . 


4  a.  We  have  implemented  personnel  ex  ch  mo 
directorate  for  career  broadening. 

b.  We  also  use  a  program  of  execut ive  so 
we  call  the  "logistics  spectrum."  These  are  nm 
briefings  and  seminars  for  ail  of  our  supervise 


5.  We  are  trying  to  develop  an  ALC  wide 
identify  career  broadening  pos  it  ions  .and  fill  hi 
13s  an d  a b •  c v e  i n to  t h e r n . 


i  r  a 


6 a .  We  have  a  contract  with  a  state  university  to; 
providing  hardcore  engineering  courses  for  our  t  e-'-hn  i  v  . 
This  degree  granting  program  lasts  two  years,  t  :<i  *  w<;  i. 

week,  using  on  duty  time  to  grew  our  own  engineers, 
response  11.) 

b.  We  also  have  a  contract  with  a  community  •  '  ;  •- 
provide  a  mandatory  "superman  course '  for  new  super  vis o 
where  t  he  v  learn  ec*'c  i  f  :c  skil  Is  ne  •essarv  f  : 


T//^  j-uh  j.  ^  */«=»  i .  d  n#=.  j  ft  "mini  H  i  i'Vct  i '  l  ’ 


1  I  o 


11a.  We  use  locally  developed  procedures  to 
broadening  between  directorates. 

b.  We  conduct  off-site  management  retreac 
speakers  and  seminars,  at  a  local  convention  cent 


12a.  We  stress  Education  With  Industry  (EWI 
especially  in  positions  working  with  our  major  cc 
b.  We  encourage  membership  in  a  nearby  AP 


and  last 

year  took  all  deputy 

d lvision 

me  e  t  i  ng  . 

c  . 

We  contract  with  a 

local  fi 

and  const. 

> 1 t i n g  o n  i n n o v at i v e 

managemen 

13.  We  use  a  locally  developed  train  mg  cur 
determine  cur  peoples  needs  for  technically  vi  ;er. 
training.  Another  program  in  the  works  which  to; 
professional  development  is  Palace  Automate,  the 
of  position  descriptions,  job  analysis,  and  pert  - 


14a.  We  e  n  s  •  i  r  e  t  h  a  t  inn- :•  v a  t  i  v  e  1  o  g  i  s  1 1  '  i  a 
available  in  new  areas  whenever  needed.  We  may 
training  in  house  or  through  a  corhn  itor  :  r  : 
development  company. 

b.  We  implement  rotational  ass  igr.m^n*  s 
through  MRDP  .  Distribution  has  a  similar  ::  r 
and  programs  has  an  exchange  program  wi-h  KC  AF 


15.  A  state  university  now  provides  i 
program  in  logistics  and  a  legist  rv  educ  s* 
addition  to  its  standard  college  rourses 


16  . 

logistics 


A  local  uni v °  r  s i t  y 
degree  program. 


now  pro  v  :  i~s 


LCCEP 


Cm lr  depu t y  dire c t o r s  v  ;  d e  ;  y 
other  related  activities. 


18.  We  developed  th-‘*  A cademi •-  Pr  ogr  in.  f  ;r 
scientists  'TAPES).  Individuals  can  take  j;  ’  : 


19 1.  We  uc?  the  30  1  iy  Senior  Leader  Prog:  a 
a  local  university  and  modelled  after  the  Harvai  d 
Exe  cut  i  ve  I  n  s  t  i  t  u  t  e  P  r  cci  r  a  in  . 

b.  We  a  1  so  have  a  lo^al  university  w; T  i 
■  i  g r e e  pr o g r  a i n . 

Finally,  our  Career  AdviS'ry  Bo-ird  • 
potential  individuals  f  ur  career  bi  uadening  v; : t *•. ; 


1  1 1 


Question  5; 


What  self-directed  programs  do  merr.be 
directorate/division/base  use  to  promote 
deve 1 opment ? 


Responses : 


la  . 

They 

e  r;  r  oil  i  n  u  r.  i ' 

/e rs  i  t  ■ 

b . 

They 
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None  in  particular. 


They 

p  Hi¬ 

sue 

ad' 

d  1 1 

i 

ona 

i 

edu 

c  a 

1 1  ■  n 

eng  i 

neer 

s  may 

re  t 

urn 

t  o 

C  O 

1 

leg 

o 

f  o  r 

a 

Mas 

t  f  ^  i 

r  a  p 

■  n  1  i  o  a  b 

1  - 
i. 

fie 

1  H 

i  v_l  . 

T 

n 

-i , . . 

.»  V 

dual 

s 

tak  i 

job 

related  ar 

e  e 

1  ig 

ibl  ■ 

e  f 

", 

v*  3 

:  i 

*=*  f 

i  n 

a  j  i  c  : 
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V  ~ 

r. 

..  *  r.  1 

I 

:  n 

ca 

1  ]  -  -r 

-  i  ■  'a 

& 

1 Q 

ht  h 

ere  on 

bo.se  . 

b  . 

They 
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Me  r.e  i  n  par  1 1  ru  1  ar 


6  a  .  Tli  ere  is  1  i  rn  i  t  e  d 
individual  studies  to  earn 
b.  We  a  1  s  :•  give  shi 
who  take  the  initiative,  s 
taught  during  day  shift. 


t  u 

ar. 


ion 
:r>  1 


-  7,  V. 


r  +- 
i. 

1  Pi 


pre  fere 
3  mo  o  t 


7.  They  primarily  enroll  in  local  c 
universities.  Their  motivation  is  normal 
Masters  degree  since  most  already  have  a 


8 

None 

in  particular. 

9 

None 

i n  par t i cu 1 ai . 

As  so 

dates  use  the 

learning  cen 

.  f  f  1  1 

m 

and  vi 

d  e  1  i  b  r  a  r  i  e  s 

lp.  p  be  -.1  ’  v  o'  p 

study . 

o 

n  sub; 

ects  such  as  J 

US'.  In  Time  ; 

ma  P  ‘j  i  i 

:i  1 

d  e  1 1  v 

ery .  at:. 

T  ^-d  i 

vi  duals  parti'- 

ipate  in  a 

Trent  • 

r.g 

L  ‘  ’’-1  j  * 

am  of  died  by 

a  st  at *»  anr/e 

We-  ^n-voura  70  ;raluaf“  and  unf 
t  with  st  ate  ur.ivers  :  t  ies  . 


b.  Individuals  also  participate  in  th 
Management  Association  which  provides  one  day 
seminars . 

c.  Individuals  can  also  receive  credi 
participating  in  the  speaker's  bureau,  where 
called  on  to  brief  their  areas  of  expertise  t 
base  agencies  requesting  briefings. 

13a.  They  enroll  m  EC I  correspo nde no- 

b.  They  enroll  in  local  universities. 

c.  They  also  participate  in  the  Socle 
Engineers  (SOLE). 

14a.  Many  individuals  take  advantage  •*  f 
programs  available  through  private  and  state 
b.  They  also  enroll  in  correspondence 
Air  University. 

15a.  Individuals  enroll  in  college  degr 
b.  They  also  participate  in  Toast mast 

16.  We  provide  Tuition  Assistance  <TA) 
to  encourage  individual  participation  in  coil 
jet  related  fields.  TA  is  limited  to  $100  re¬ 
courses  .  $125  for  four  credit  courses .  and  $1 
credit  courses. 


17.  We  encourage  individuals  co  prepare 
LCCEP  cadre,  be  fore  they'  get  to  the  CS/M-1 2  a 
through  self -directed  1  real  education  coper tu 


13.  These  programs  are  very  informal,  b 
let  of  opportunities.  Ind: vidua  Is  can  earn  a 
f  r  c o  1  lege  c o u rses  t a ug h t  o n  the  1  o c a  i  pu b  i  i 
station,  join  one  of  the  appi'oximate  ly  ten  To 
chapters  which  meet  on  base,  or  pat  t icipat e  i 
Management  Assoc iat ion . 


19.  Individuals  may  part i  -ipufe  in 
correspo-ndence  course:'  . 


Question  6 


What  other  general  activities  do  y  ■>;  us- 
professional  dev-  1  •‘-.pment  by  increasing  l:v_ 
This  may  include  assignments,  advanced  p 
rnoib  i  1  i  t  y  . 


Responses : 


la.  We  use  "Director’s  Calls"  to  give  our  civilian 
project  officers  experience  through  briefing  then  pi  ogr 
to  senior  leaders. 

b.  Our  directorate's  Civilian  Policy  Board  works- 
civilian  issues  to  include  submitting  individual.-  f ;  r 
education  opportunities  and  awards,  and  making  :  r.divi  d  ar¬ 
ea  reer  broadening  assignments  within  the  direct  crate . 


2a.  We  use  career  broadening  by  having  Senior  E::e  r 
Service  (SES)  individuals  designate  positions  as  career 
broadening  positions  and  having  LCCEP  fill  them . 

b.  We  also  send  our  Schedule  B  employees  -o>  Air 
Logistics  Centers  (ALCs)  after  three  months  at  HO  AFLC . 
have  them  return  to  the  HQ  at  the  two  year  point. 


3 .  We 
exper ience . 


strongly  encourage  individuals  to  gain  add  i  t 
and  may  sometimes  twist  their  arms  to  be  mob 


4.  We  interchange  individuals  between  directorates 
a  period  of  18  months.  This  program  is  primarily  for 
interested  high-burner  GS/M-lCs  within  the  maintenance  a 
material  snanagement  directorates. 


5.  We  use  an  executive  development  board  for  ou: 
directorate,  which  is  composed  of  deputy  divisi  .  r,  chief 
They  choose  individuals  for  career  broadening,  training 
education  within  the  directorate.  This  board  allows 
resources  of  all  divisions  to  be  used. 


6.  We  only  use  rotational  assignments  in  a  veiy  1 
manner  because  we  are  short  of  personnel  in  most  nr  -as. 

7.  None  in  particular. 

8.  We  use  career  broadening  to  increase  exper :  or.  ce 
This  includes  pushing  our  manager  s  t  o  register  in 

comp  .*te  f  •  r  cadre  . 

9  .  'We  use  n r e e r  broadening  between  d  i re  -t  or  ;* *-  f 
cur  high  burners. 

10a .  We  use  PX3.  which  is  a  pay  1  nil  fa  a  1  1  Tf  M  - 
and  GS/M-14s .  Thus,  individuals  have  a  doubled  rang-*  :f 
possible  positions  available  and  --an  gain  great -’r  exper  i  • 
and  professional  development. 

b.  We  also  use  job  series  cense- 1  i  d  -t  t  l  :n  arr  ’  ai  ■ 
t  o  only  four  j-_>b  series  within  the  in  u  i*  -  .  u. 

joi  ivs  prof  i<:  iency  guides  ar-  --till  a  va  l  1  ab  i  e  and  v  •  *  a  1 
specific  training. 


11.  We  use  LCCEP  career  broadening  opportunity  ?s . 

12.  Rotational  assignments  within  the  division  are  i 
in  a  very  limited  manner. 

13a.  We  use  the  Education  With  Industry  ( EWI ;  progi am 
by  nominating  individuals  every  year. 

b .  W<=“  also  use  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  7  -  *oi 
of  Defense  (OASD)  program  by  nominating  individuals  ;• 

year  . 
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16.  We  use  AFCPMC  annually  advertised  care  or  br  .  id- 
programs  for  LCCEP  and  other  program  reel  strands.  Th-.v  •- 
include  nine  month  broadening  assignments  with  ind-.rstry  in.', 
a s s i g nme n t s  to  HQ  US A F . 

17.  We  use  LCCEP  career  broadening,  especially  f  :  r  :  u 
single  weapons  system  item  managers  who  would  otherwise 
receive  very  little  broadening  experience. 

18.  Although  not  normaldy  thought  of  as  career 
broadening,  we  sometimes  benefit  from  individuals  wh  .  no 
train  from  job  series  with  limited  promotion  potential. 

1?.  We  use  reassignment."  to  increase  **xper  ;  er.  c  -  . 


Question  7: 


■  What  other  general  activities  d.  ■.■u  u 
prof  ess  i  on  a  1  development  by  increasing  ;n:ii 
framing? 

i  1  3  nv.iv  1  * :  ’•  1  ’  -  r- ’  \  ogn  1  V'.Tl'  T*  ^  3  .  Pv  r 

Continuing  Enlucat  ion  (PCE),  and  Prod'essiona 
E  lace.  f  i  nr.  PME  • 


' 


Responses : 

1 .  None 


a  r  o 


ou 


nr  . 


Non^  in  pare- l  ou  1  ar  . 
7/e  enC'jurage 


;  n  i  ng  . 


related  tru 


4.  None  in  particular. 

5 .  None  in  part i cu 1  a r . 

6.  None  in  particular. 

? .  None  l n  part i cu 1 ar . 

8.  We  encourage  local  training  opportunities  ivi ;  1  ah  '. 
through  LCCEP . 

9a.  All  supervisors  attend  mandntoty  sup  eVV :  y 

refresher  training  once  a  year. 

b.  We  provide  and  schedule  individuals  for  :-ci:  .o;o 
Manufacturing  Resource  Planning  (MRP  II). 

10a.  We  provide  mandatory  team  building  train! no?  ar.  1 
seminars  every  two  months. 

b.  We  also  provide  training  in  the  following 
disciplines:  industrial  engineering,  strategic  planning, 
essential  process  management,  structure  analysis,  process 
analysis,  quality,  etc. 

c.  Local  courses  are  taught  on  communi'-at  1  or.:-- . 
coaching,  and  managerial  ethics,  with  books  by  St r i vaesf  a  an 
Past  in. 

d.  Since  industrial  engineers  are  hard  *  •  fi-rl. 
hire  electric  a  1  e  ng  i  nee  r  s  .  etc.  a.  nd  t :  a  i  n  *■  h-m . 

11.  Wr  use  LSTF*  standard  courses,  in  t  g:  v  .- 

reliability  and  ma i nta i nabi 1 i ty  or  warranties. 

12.  None  in  particular. 

13.  We  approve  funding  for  job  related  c  *  1  1  ege  '  or.:-.? 

14.  None  in  particular. 

15.  We  use  Type  IV  mobile  classes  which  ran  1: fa  ■-•'o 
1 o  cally. 

16.  None  in  p a r t i c u 1  a r . 

17.  Individuals  may  require  extensive  e  :  :  r. .;  or: 

qualifications  training  in  order  to  make  them  e  1  i  g  •  1.  1  f  : 
positions  of  career  broadening. 

19a.  We  have  arranged  to  have  a  large  nuir.fc er  :  •  : 

university  courses  taught  on  base  during  noon  t imo  or  i 
ir.umed : ate  ly  after  work  hours  in  order  to  make  -:v-:r.  ;  • 


1  16 


b.  We  received  a  large  number  of  slots  for  A 
year  in  AFLC  and  were  not  able  to  fill  all  of  them. 

19.  None  in  particular. 


Question  8 : 

What  other  general  activities  dr  y :  u  use  whi  -f. 
professional  development  by  increasing  mdi  vidua  1 
professional  at  tributes? 

This  may  include  personal  qua  lilies,  technical 
competence,  professional  skills  and  professional  ct 


Responses : 


1.  None  in  particular. 

1  .  We  use  participation  in  Professional  Mil  if?. 
Education  (PME).  Society  of  Logistics  Engineers  (SOL 
Force  Association  (AFA).  League  of  Women  (LOW',  and 
engineering  societies.  We  strongly  encourage  these 
activities  if  they  are  job  related. 


J  T 

->  .  1  L 

a  good  per 

son  can't  pres 

ent  him/her se 1 f 

counsel  and 

work  with 

the  individual 

to  help  them  i 

and  compete 

successful 

iy. 

4 .  We 

encourage 

part i c i pat i on 

in  AFA.  the  m  1 

Managers  Association  ( FMA ) .  and  the  Federal  Enecui : v 
Association  (FEA) . 


5 .  None  l n  par t i eu 1 ar . 

6a.  We  encourage  part icipot ion  in  the  many  1 
professional  organisations,  such  as  Toastmasters  f  or 
speaking ,  and  engineering .  product  ion  imh  ?l  uvi  ,;u 
s  o  c  i  e  t  i  e  s 

b.  In  addition,  we  have  a  directorate  members 
the  American  Product  ion  and  Inventory  Centred  Foci-*- 
(APIC3)  .  This  allows  everyone  in  the  divis  ion  who  '. 
attend  meetings  and  receive  the  APICS  magar.  me  at  r. : 


7  a.  We  encourage  individuals  to  part  ic  ipat.  ?  i: 
Management  Association,  which  is  open  to  all.  0.3  -  9 

b.  We  also  have  the  Fedora  1  Ma nag- ment  Arc ? ~  : 
(FMA)  for  individuals  0S/M-12  and  above *  The  FMA  -- 
regular  one  day  leadership  seminars  on  si i  ch  t  ?r :  *s  j 
personnel  law.  ethics  and  whist  1  et  1  ?v:ers  .  v*-  -  . 


Merc 


ar  t- 


a ! 


i  i  ~ 


9a.  We  encourage  individuals  to  read  technical  papers 
from  APICS  and  study  for  professional  cert i f icat ion  through 
APICS. 

b.  We  also  encourage  individuals  to  join  and 
participate  in  AFA  and  SOLE. 

10.  No  personnel  appraisals  are  used  under  Pacer  Share. 

11.  We  encourage  participation  in  local  clubs  and  AFA. 

12.  None  in  particular. 

13.  In  addition  to  SOLE,  we  use  participation  in  the 
National  Contract  Management  Association  (NCMA) , 

International  Personnel  Management  Association  (IPMA)  and 
others . 

14a.  Individuals  must  initiate  these  activities  for  the 
most  part.  AFA  and  Toastmasters  are  well  known. 

b.  In  addition,  community  involvement  is  particularly 
encouraged  under  the  current  leadership. 

15a.  The  courses  at  Hurlburt  Field  in  foreign  country 
orientation  and  cross  cultural  communications  teach 
professional  skills. 

b.  The  AFLC  Senior  Logistician  Orientation  course 
also  teaches  professional  skills. 

16.  We  have  a  speaker’s  bureau  through  our  Public 
Affairs  Office. 

17.  We  encourage  involvement  in  professional  societies 
and  EWI  as  ways  to  sharpen  professional  skills. 

18.  We  encourage  professional  certification  through 
engineering  societies  and  the  National  Contract  Management 
Association  (NCMA)  for  engineers  and  procurement  specialists, 
respect i ve 1 y . 

19a.  We  encourage  part i c i pa t i on  in  engineering 
societies,  the  base  management  association  and  the  speaker's 
bureau . 

b.  In  addition,  local  political  and  community 
involvement  is  highly  regarded  as  a  way  to  improve 
professional  attributes. 


Question  9: 

Are  there  any  other  means  of  professional  development 
which  your  organization  uses? 
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Responses : 

1.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  Overall  program 
suffers  from  a  lack  of  educational  courses  and  low  quotas  tor 
tnese  courses.  We  should  conduct  in-depth  training  every  two 
years  for  people  with  high  potential  and  put  a  greater 
emphasis  on  education. 

2.  None  in  particular.  Comment.-  individuals  must  show 
initiative  in  their  career  development  to  make  it  work. 

3.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  Individual  development 
of  the  true  qualities  of  a  professional  needs  to  be  stressed 
more.  This  begins  with  supervisors  doing  their  duty  by 
providing  counselling  to  improve  their  subordinates 
professional  behaviors . 


4. 

None 

in 

part lcular . 

b  . 

None 

in 

part i cu 1 ar . 

t . 

None 

in 

particular.  Comment:  Most 

through 

LCCEP 

are 

too  management  generic  and 

be  useful.  We  developed  our  own  programs  to 
weakness . 


courses  available 
too  general  to 
meet  this 


7.  None  in  particular. 

8.  None  in  particular. 

y.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  All  supervisors  must 

be  available  personally  to  work  with  their  subordinates, 
b'upervisors  provide  true  professional  development  by 
recognizing  and  correcting  weaknesses  in  their  subordinates. 


10.  None  in  particular. 

11.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  LCCEP  cadre  selection 
process  is  capricious.  unly  those  individuals  selected  get  a 
lot  of  career  development  activity.  Also,  career  broadening 
may  take  our  best  people  away.  Finally,  the  AFIT  catalog 
does  not  promote  its  courses  well. 


12.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  We  are  a  business. 
Our  management  style  is  not  significantly  difrerent  from 
private  businesses,  therefore  we  go  to  private  companies  tor 
training.  They  have  better  training  resources  than  we  nave 
i n  house . 


13.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  Instead  of  more  sotr 
<  curses .  stress  management  for  example,  we  need  more  hard 


i  iy 


skills  to  increase  technical  competence  on  the  job.  It 
people  knew  how  to  do  their  jobs  they  would  have  less  stress. 

14.  None  in  particular. 

id.  borne  limited  funds  are  available  to  buy  training 
for  deve 1 opmenta 1  courses  in  logistics  in  either  technical  or 
management  areas,  as  requested  by  the  field. 

16.  None  in  particular. 

17.  None  in  particular.  Comment:  It  is  important  tor 
us  to  enhance  the  image  or  LCCEP .  Some  possibilities  are 
Palace  briefings,  official  recognition  of  cadre  members, 
awards  programs,  etc. 

18.  None  in  particular. 

19.  None  in  particular. 
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development  programs  for  civilian  logisticians,  and 
evaluated  the  appropriateness  of  these  programs  in  meeting 
developmental  needs  for  GS-12  to  GM-13  logisticians. 

A  written  survey  evaluated  these  mid-level  civilian 
logisticians  ayainst  the  AFIT  Civilian  Model's  100  point 
scale.  Structured  telephone  interviews  provided  information 
about  the  range  and  variety  of  existing  professional 
development  programs.  The  research  used  non-parametr ic 
statistics  to  evaluate  program  appropriateness  by 
determining  the  correlation  between  developmental  needs  and 
corresponding  programs. 

In  general,  mid-level  civilian  logisticians  did  not  fit 
the  "ideal"  AFIT  Civilian  Model  very  well,  with  scores 
ranging  from  12.9  to  82.2  and  a  mean  score  of  49.3.  These 
logisticians  displayed  weaknesses  in  six  of  the  ten  model- 
categories.  Individual  professional  development  programs 
existed  to  facilitate  development  in  all  ten  categories  of 
the  AFIT  Civilian  Model,  but  the  overall  program  was  not 
balanced  to  meet  the  weaknesses  of  the  current  mid-level 
logisticians . 

This  research  should  be  potentially  valuable  to  those 
interested  in  civilian  logistician  professional  development. 
It  provides  ideas  and  analysis  for  professional  development 
program  managers  arid  individual  mid-level  logisticians.  The 
data  and  comments  provide  new  insights  into  mid-level 
logistician  development  needs  and  programs. 
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